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GENERAL  INTRODUCTION 
In  1969  the  Commission  submitted  a  preliminary analysis of regional  development 
in  the  Community,  as  an  annex  to  the  memorandum  on  regional policy in  the  Community 
and  the  proposal  for  a  Council  decision  on  the  organization of  Community  instruments 
for  regional  development,  published  under  the title "A  regional  policy for  the 
Community".  The  analysis  covered  three aspects  - population,  employment  and  product-
on  the  basis of  the  40  regions  and  19  main  geographical  areas of  the  Community;  it 
sought  to  identify the  main structural features  and  the  changes  that  had  taken  place 
in the  previous  15  to  20  years. 
The  following  "Analysis  1971 11  also  has  three parts dealing  with  trends  in 
population,  employment  and  regional  product  and,  in general,  uses  the  same  data as 
the  previous analysis.  It is thus  a  horizontal  survey,  providing a  detailed picture 
of regional,  demographic,  employment  and  product  trends  in  the  Community  but 
disregarding  the vertical  correlations  between  these fields  (such as  the  correlation 
between  population  growth  and  the  labour  force,  between  employment  and  product,  etc.) 
and  the  specific  problems of certain regions. 
This  attempt  to  identify more  clearly the  regions,  on  an  individual or group 
basis,  with  the  help  of  quantitative criteria has  led  to  the  development  of a 
number  of indicators  which  can  be  used  to  classify the  regions  from  various angles 
and  to  identify specific  problems. 
Furthermore,  the  findings  of  the  1969  analysis  have  been  updated  in  the  light 
of  the latest available  data. 
Finally,  the  use  of  smaller regional units  means  that  the analysis is more 
detailed  and  thorough. 
These  territorial units or  "basic  regions"  are: 
in Germany  (FR)  the  38  Regierungsbezirke  and 
city-states 
1 
in France  the  21  programmed  regions  2 
in Italy  the  20  administrative regions 
in Belgium  the  9  provinces 
in the Netherlands  the  11  provinces 
in  Luxembourg  the  entire  country. 
~The number  in existence before the  implementation of regional  and  administrati~ reform& 
"Provence  - Cote  d'Azur  - Corse" still being treated as  a  single region. -7-
It was  necessary  to  resume  the  analysis  on  the  basis of  these  100  regions 
for  several reasons: 
(i)  certain important  demographic,  economic  and  social  phenomena 
only become  apparent at  this level; 
(ii)  the  basic  regions often constitute  the  framework  for  regional 
development  plans,  programmes  and  measures; 
(iii)  the  basic regions are often  socio-economic  and  administrative 
units  with  a  certain degree  of autonomy. 
These  points  are  not,  of  course,  equally valid  for all  the  countries in 
question,  Furthermore,  the  imbalances  between  the  basic  regions  reveal  the 
inherent  relativity of all regional  delimitations;  this is why  the  use  of  the 
100  regions  does  not  rule  out reference  to  other units  when  necessary.  Main 
geographical  areas  and  regions  are  also  referred  to  in this report  from  time  to 
time. 
The  key  features  - total  popula~ion, population  density,  area,  product, 
etc.  - are set out  in  the  annexed  tables. 
In onler  to  give  a  general  picture of  how  the  100  basic  regions  compare  with 
the  other  administrative units,  in particular the  regions  used  in the  1969 
analysis,  Table  1  below  gives  the  indices of  the  average  population of  these 
various  types  of territorial units (Community  =  100),  Furthermore,  Table  2 
compares  the  population  of  the  basic  regions  with  the  national  average. 
Finally,  there is a  general  comment  to  be  made  on  the statistical material 
available,  The  introductions  to  the  three  main  chapters of this report  will 
show  that  there  are still large gaps  to  be  filled in  this field;  so  much  so 
that  the  solution  of certain basic  issues of  Community  regional policy still 
encounters  the  most  serious difficulties  (see  the  "Product"  and  "Employment" 
chapters in particular).  The  Statistical Office of the  Communities  has  been 
making  real efforts since  1969  to  remedy  these  shortcomings but  these  efforts 
require  full  support  from  the  bodies  with  responsibilities in  the matter if they 
are  to  produce  the  expected  results in  time, (,.) 
Table 1 
Population of administrative  regions in 1968  ('000) 
Main  geographical areas  Regions  Basic regions  Subordinated adminis-
trat.$Ve units 
···-· 
I 
Number  average  index  number  average  index  number  average  index  number  average  index 
population  population  population  population 
Germany  (FR)  4 a  14  446.3  147.66  11  5  449.9  120.02  38  1 577.6  84.87  564  106.3  99.61 
France  3  16  561.2  169.27  9  5  520.4  121.76  21  2 365.9  127.27  95  523.0  490.10 
Italy  4  13  414.0  137.11  1'1  4  877.8  107.59  20  2 682.8  144.32  92  583.2  546.54 
l:lelgium  3  3  201.8  32.73  5  1  921 • 1  42.37  9  1 067.0  57.40  44  218.3  204.58 
Netherlands  4  3  165.2  32.35  4  3  165.2  69.81  11  1  151.0  61.92  9'35  13.5  12.69 
Luxembourg  1  335.0  3.42  1  335.0  7-39  1  335.0  18.02  12  27.9  26.16 
COMMUNITY  19  9 783.7  :too.0o  41  4 533.3  100.00  100  1 858.9  100.00  1742  106.7  100.00 
Table 2 
Population of the basic regions: Maximum  divergence f'rom  averages  (in 1968) 
minimum  maximum  average  coeff.  of variation  (%) 
Germany  (FR)  277.0  5  605.2  1  577.6  65.8 
France  736.3  9 2-38.3  2  365.9  75.6 
It,{ly  106.9  8  129.9  2  582.8  75.6 
Belgium  219.4  2  148.5  1  067.3  53.0 
Netherlands  298.5  2  922.5  1  151.0  69.9 
Luxembourg  335 .. 0 
Community  106.9  9  238.3  1  858.9  82.7 
a  Excluding  Berlin  (West) 
i 
I 
= 
I -9-
Part  One:  DEMOGRAPHIC  ASPECTS 
1.  Limitations of statistical material 
Like its predecessor,  this analysis  was  hampered  by  the  shortcomings  of  the 
available  demographic  statistics,  namely 
(a)  the  absence  of certain data 
(b)  the  heterogeneity of  the  definitions  and  methods  employed. 
The  shortcomings  were  discussed in detail in  the  previous analysis and  will not  be 
described here. 
The  study  was  able  to  take  into  account  the  Luxembourg  and  French  census 
returns of  1966  and  1968  respectively,  but  not  those of censuses held in other 
countries in  1970  and  1971.  Consequently,  some  of  the  figures  given below  will 
have  to  be  revised. 
In  the  case of Italy,  where  the  next  census  will  not  be  held until  1972, 
the  differences between  the  national and  regional  resident  (de  jure)  and  present-
in-area  (de  facto)  population as  revealed  by  the last  two  censuses,  of  1951  and 
1961  (see  annexed  Table  D VI)  were  calculated.  In  these  two  years,  the 
differences  were  0.75%  and  1.4%  respectively at  nation~l level,  and  reached  a 
maximum  of 6.6%  at regional level. 
The  shortcomings  of  these statistics were  clearly revealed  by attempts  to 
obtain a  clearer picture of  intra-regional migrations.  These  are  fundamental 
aspects of  the  common  market,  from  both  the  economic  (mobility of factors)  and 
from  the  sociological  and  political angles  and  so  greater efforts  to  improve  the 
statistical material  in this field are  indispensable. - 10-
Finally,  the  chapter  on  the  concentration of  the  population  deals  with  a 
number  of problems  concerning  the  delimitation of conurbationsand  rural areas 
on  the  basis of  uniform criteria.  The  Community  study of  these  problems  is 
still in .its very early stages. 
A thorough  study of these  two  types of areas  should  be  begun  promptly at 
Community level,  since  the  most  important  structural  changes  result  from  this 
inter-regional migration. 
2.  Layout  of  the  analysis 
The  following  chapter  takes  up  and  discusses  in more  detail,  at  the  level 
of  the  100  basic regions,  the  subject  matter of the  analysis  annexed  to  the 
Memorandum  on  regional  policy in  the  Community.1 
Accordingly,  demographic  trends  and  their determining  factors  (natural 
increase  and  migration)  are  studied in  the  first part;  changes  in  the 
distribution of  the  population are  discussed in more  detail in  the  second  part, 
with  special  reference  to  concentration;  finally,  the  regions are  clas:;;ified 
according  to  various  criteria in  the  third part. 
It will  appear  in  the  course of the analysis  that  emphasis  has  been  put  on 
compiling a synoptic  set of indicators  for  demographic  trends  an\!  situations.  The 
main  indicators are listed below. 
(i)  Individual  :regional  indicators 
(a)  Rate  of variation of  the  total population; 
(b)  Rate of natural increase  broken  down  according  to  birth rate and  death 
rate; 
(c)  Migration  rate  (migration  per  100  inhabitants),  broken  down  according 
to  inter-regional migrations  and  international migrations; 
1A regional policy for  the  Community  - IV  (Annex  2)  - EEC  1969. -11-
(d)  Regional  (percentage)  shares of  the  total national  or Community 
population; 
(e)  Population density; 
(f)  Ratio  of  population density  to  population  growth. 
(ii)  Overall  indicators 
(a)  Standard  deviation,1  giving  the  range  of above-mentioned absolute 
figures  or rates around  the arithmetic  mean  of the  relevant series; 
(b)  Coefficient of variation,  or  the ratio of  the  above-mentioned  standard 
deviation  to  the arithmetic  mean  of the relevant series;2 
~ (ai - bi) 
(c)  Concentration index  I  =  ,  where  i  represents  the different 
2 
classes of density,  ai the  population  percentages of  each  class and 
bi  the  corresponding percentages of area. 
1The  standard  difference 6 is defined as  v~(x 
- 2 
- x)  1  x  being  the 
n 
arithmetic  mean  of the series,  n  the  number  of  elements  x1,  x2  ••• 
2v  = tf.. 
X - 12-
I.  Regional  population  variations 
1.  Variation rates  - general  survey 
In  the  two  periods  in question,  1950/60  and 1960/68 1  the total 
population increased  - though at fairly different rates  - in all the  Member 
States  (see  Table  1  below). 
Table 1 
Average  rate of increase of total population 
--~~=-:~~=~~--J---=~~-:~~=~~-1  ___ ::~=~~~-~:-~~:~~~~=~--
Germany (FR)  0.94  0.99  1950/61  and 1961/68 
France  1.00  1.14  1954/62  and 1962/68 
Italy  o.63  1.01  1951/61  and 1961/68 
Belgium  0.55  0.74  1947/61  and 1961/68 
Netherlands  1.35  1.3:3  1947/60  and 1960/68 
Luxembourg  0.61  0.89  1947/60  and 1960/68 
In all Member  States  except  the  Netherlands,  the  average  annual  rate of 
increase  was  slightly higher  in  the  second  period  than  in  the first. 
As  regards  regional  trends,  the  annexed  tables  D II 1-5  give,  for  each 
of  the  100  regions,  the  trend in absolufe  terms  and  the  average  rate of 
increase  in the  two  periods of reference. 
These  tables  show  that  regional  demographic  trends,  as  measured  by rates 
of increase,  differed fairly sharply both  between  the  countries  concerned  and 
between  the  two  periods. 
Table  2  below provides  a  synopsis of  these  differences and  also  shows 
the  standard  divergence  of regional rates of increase  from  the  respective 
national  average. COMMUNITY BASE  REGIONS:  CHANGES  IN  TOTAL  POPULATION  1950·1960 
o"'\1' 
~ 
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Table  2 
Population increase 
Variation of regional rates  from  the  national average 
Standard  deviation  6" 
------------------------- --------------------------
1950/54 - 1960/62  1960/62  - 1968 
Germany  (FR)  0.918  0.504 
France  0.520  0.547 
Italy  o.719  0.755 
Belgium  0.448  0.495 
Netherlands  0.559  0,414 
----------------------- ------------------------- --------------------------
Community  0.759  0.580 
In  the first period,  the  marked  variations from the national  average registered 
in the  ~daral. Republic  of Germany  were  doubtless  due  to  the  expellees  and 
refugees.  This  was  also  the  case  in Italy where  such political factors 
did  not  obtain. 
In  the  second  period  the  range  of variations narrowed  appreciably inthe 
Federal Republic of Germany  but widened still further in Italy, indicating that the regional 
demographic  structures in Italy are still subject  to  radical  change, 
In  the  Community  as  a  whole,  the  range  of regional population  growth 
rates  narrowed  between  the  two  periods. 
2,  Changes  in  regional  shares  between  1950  and  1968 
Above- or  below-average  population  increases are reflected in  the  changes 
in the  regional  percentage  shares of national  (community)  totals.  The  annexed 
!ables D II 1·5  show  the  changes in the  percentage  share of  each  basic  region 
and  of  the  main  geographical  ~reas during  the  period 1950-68, - 14-
(a)  At  the level of  the  basic  regions 
Table  3  below  provides  a  general  picture of  the  most  important  changes  by 
listing the  six basic  regions of  each of  the  five  largest  Member  States  where  the. 
share of  the  national  total  declined  or increased  the  most.  Two  points  must  be 
borne  in  mind  when  assessing  these  figures:  firstly, the  trend :in the Federal  Republic 
of Germany  and France "'as  greatly affected  by migrations -of refugees  and  expellees  from 
Eastern Europe,  and  by repatriates  from  North  Africa  respectively;  secondly, 
the  aggregate  changes over  a  period  of  about  20  years  may,  of  course,  1:Je  the 
result of very different  developments  during  the  period and  do  not  necessarily 
retlect recent  trends. 
Table  3 
Main  changes  in  the  population  share  of  the  regions 
Region  Share  (%) 
Germany  (FR)  1950  1968 
Niederbayern 
Stade 
Hildesheim 
Siidbaden 
Nordwiirt tembergl 
Koln 
Limousin 
Auvergne 
Bretagne 
Rhone-Alpes 
Region  parisienne 
1-'rovence  - Cote 
d'Azur- Corse 
Molise 
Abruzzi 
Umbria 
Piemonte 
Lombardia 
Lazio 
2.13 
1.29 
2.00 
2.63 
4.80 
3.28 
1954 
1.73 
2.91 
5.47 
8.49 
17.11 
6.22 
122.:!. 
0.85 
2.69 
1.69 
7.40 
13.82 
7.03 
1.67 
1.03 
1. 61 
3.03 
5.56 
3.99 
1968 
1.48 
2.64 
4.97 
8.90 
18.59 
7.02 
1968 
0.64 
2.26 
1.46 
7.94 
15.15 
8.39 
Change  (%) 
-21.60 
-20.16 
-19.50 
+15.21 
+15.83 
+21. 65 
-14.45 
-9.28 
-9.14 
+4.83 
+8.65 
+12.86 
-24.71 
-15.99 
-13  .• 61 
+7.30 
+9.62 
+19.35 
Region  ~  Share  (%) 
~:~:~:=--------~  -~;:;~-~;~;-
Luxembourg  2.51  2.28 
Oost-Vlaanderen  11.71  10.86 
Liege  11.32 110,61 
Antwerpen  15.05  15,81 
Brabant  21.13  22.37 
Limburg  5.41  6.65 
Netherlands 
Friesland 
Groningen 
Zeeland 
Gelderland 
Limburg 
Noordbrabant 
4.77 
4.67 
2.71 
10.68 
7.11 
12.26 
4.o4 
4.o4 
2.36 
11.59 
7.78 
13.63 
Change  (%) 
-9.16 
-7.26 
-6.27 
+5.05 
+5.87 
+22.92 
-15.30 
-13.49 
-12.92 
+8.52 
+9.42 
+11.17 6 
- 15-
The  last  comment  is particularly applicable  to  the  evolution of  the  main 
geographical areas,  as  defined  elsewhere.1  The  annexed  TableD III  shows  that, 
in  the  period  1950-68  as  a  whole,  five  main  areas  increased  considerably their 
share of  the  respective  national  totals: 
in Germany  (FR)  the  West 
in France  the Paris region 
in Italy  the North-East 
in  Belgium  the  North 
in  the  Netherlands  the  South 
The  same  tables  show  that  this  trend has  not altogether  ceased  in these 
main  areas;  especially in the Federal  Republic  of Germany  and,  to  a  lesser  extent, 
in France. 
Table  4  below provides  a  general picture of the  situation at  Community 
level  by  giving  the  changes  in  the  percentages of  the  total  Community  population 
living in the  main  geographical  areas  over  the  three years of reference  (1950, 
1960  and  1969). 
Regardless  of the  changes  within  the  above  period, it can  be  seen that  the 
most  marked  percentage  increases  were  in  the  South of  the Federal  Republic of 
Germany,  the Paris region,  and the North-West  of Italy. 
The  most  appreciable  percentage  decreases  occurred in the  North  of the 
Federal Republic of Germany,  Berlin (West),  the West  of France,  the North-East of Italy 
and,  above  all,  in. the South of Italy. 
1A regional  policy for  the  Community,  Annex  2. - 16-
POPULATION  OF  THE  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREAS 
Table  4 
Absolute  figures  as a  % of EEC  total 
1950 
I  1960  1969  1950  1960  1969  f 
GERMANY  (FR)  I  North  11  409 
I 
11  447  12  230  7.2  6.6  6.5 
West  13  075  15  799  17  130  8.3  9.1  9.1 
Centre  8  211  9  230  10  221  5.2  5.3  5.4 
South  15  486  17  112  19  479  9.8  9.9  10.3 
Berlin  (West)  2  155  2  197  2  134  1 .4  1.3  1.  1 
FRANCE 
Paris region  7  009  8  297  9 518  4.4  4.7  5.0 
West  16  595  17  222  18  391  10.5  9.9  9.7 
East  18  406  20  385  22  617  11.7  11.8  12.0 
ITALY 
North-West  11  373  13  156  14  694  7.2  7.6  7.8 
North-East  8  981  9 504  9  991  5.7  5.5  5.3 
Centre  8 573  9 388  10  238  5.4  5.4  5.4 
South  17  511  18  575  19  381  11 .1  10,7  10.2 
BELGIUM 
North  4  361  4  689  4  932  2.8  2.7  2.6 
South  2  969  3  065  3  184  1.9  1. 8  1.7 
Brussels region  1  323  1  425  1 545  0.8  o.8  o.8 
NETHERLANDS 
North  1  215  1  272  1  406  0.8  0.7  0.7 
East  1  783  2  071  2  427  1 .1  1.2  1.3 
West  4  884  5  486  6  214  3.1  3.2  3.3 
South  2  284  2  691  3  093  1.4  1 .6  1 .6 
LUXEMBOURG  291  315  339  0.2  0.2  0.2 
EEC  total  157  894  173  326  189  164  100.0  100.0  100.0 - 17-
(c) !h! !orth~e!t_~d_the_P!r!Phe!a!·!eji~n! ~f_t~e_c~~~i~y 
Going beyond the national level, it is interesting to note whether there has been 
any  change  in the proportion of the total Community  population living in the 
North-West  of the Community  (one  of the main  geographical areas defined in item B I  2 
below). 
The  changes  in this proportion are given below. 
1954 
1960 
1969 
1954 
1960 
1969 
Main  area in the l'rorth-West  of the Community 
Population  (•ooo  000) 
First  definition  ---------
31.9 
34.6 
37.5 
Second definition  ---------
47.5 
51.1 
58.1 
Share  (%) 
29.2"/o 
29.5% 
30.1% 
These  figures  ehow  that the North-West  of the Community,  in the narrower sense 
of the term,  was  unable to increase further its relative geographical  importance. 
This is not  surprising, if we  remember  that the most  important  region in this area is 
the West  of.the Federal Republic of Germany  (Rheinland- Pfalz and Nordrhein- Wee~~), 
whose  relative decline  since  1960  has  just been mentioned. 
The  picture changes if we  look at the North-West  of the Community,  in the wider 
sense of the term.  The  marked  increase in the percentage share of this area between 
the three dates of reference,  shows  that the most  dynamic  regions,  as far as 
population is concerned,  border on  or are a  continuation of the North-West  of the 
Community  in the narrower sense of the term. - 18-
The  pe~iphe~al areas of the Community  form  another group  of regions and play 
an important role in regional policy.  The  following regional  delimitation -by no 
means  the only possible onJ- shows  the peripheral areas to be:  Basse-Normandie1 
B~etagne 1  Pays  de  la Loire,  Poitou-Charentes, Aquitaine,  Midi-Pyrenees,  Languedoc, 
Corse,  Abruzzi,  Molise,  Puglia,  Basilioata,  Calabria, Sicilia, Sardegna,  Schleswig-
Holstein,  Liineburg1  Braun'l!chweig1  Hildesheim1  Kassel,  Unterf~anken, Oberfranken, 
Oberpfalz and  Niederbayern.  The  percentage of the total Community  population living 
in this  a~ea has  changed as follows: 
1954 
1960 
1969 
Periphe~l areas of the Community 
Population  (•ooo  000)  Share of 
population  (%) 
22.7% 
21.7% 
21.1% 
These  changes are admittedly not considerable,  but  they ought to indicate the 
virtual absence of any direct link between the  ~espeotive trends in tbe two  main 
geographical  areas  unde~ consideration,at least not if the first definition of the 
North-West  of the Community  is used. 
It should also be  ~emembered that these areas are not homogeneous,  and that their 
constituent regions  a~e often subject to fairly different internal movements. 
While  they do  not provide a  complete picture,  these results are,  none  the less, 
an  i~dication that, as far as population is concerned,  oversimplifications as regards 
any comparison between the central and  periphe~al a~eas of the Community  are not 
justified. 
1 It should here be  remembered,  in particular, that in F=ce it is not  so much  the 
.peripheral regions proper which pose problems as a  more  or less wide  strip of regions, 
stretching from..Champagne  in the North-West  to the Midi-Pyrenees  region in the 
South-West. - 19-
Fairly  clear-cut trends come  to light if we  consider changes in the proportions 
of the total Community  population living in the three socio-economic categories of 
regions mentioned  in the Memorandum  on  regional policy.1 
Table  5 
.!.2!!:!  Population  ( 9000  000)  Share  C%) 
~g::i~!.  t"!:r!!:l_  !e~£11! 
1955  45.0  27.1 
1960  45.5  26.3 
1969  47.8  25.3 
~e~i:i~W:s!r~a!.i!e~ !e~~n! 
1955  51.1  30.B 
1960  53.1  30.7 
1969  59.0  31.3 
!~u!t!i!!:l~z!d_ ~e~~n! 
1955  69.9  42.1 
1960  74.6  43.0 
1969  61,9  43·4 
It can be  seen from  Table  5 that between 1955 and 1969  there was  a  marked  decrease 
in the percentage of the total Community  populatiort living in agricultural regions and 
an  increase in the percentage of the  same  population living in the industrialized 
regions. 
1 A regional policy for the Community. -20-
II.  The  factors determining population size 
1.  Natural movements  (birth and death rates) 
Among  the factors determining population size, mention  should be made,  first 
of all, of the natural movement  of the population, i.e.  the difference between 
birth and death rates.1 
(a)  ~i!!_P!!:_r~t~e!!.  ~e!_w!e~ ::e~!1.n!!. !::ll!!  ~OJEl!r~e!!. 
As  shown  by the annexed Tables D II 1-5, there were  fairly marked 
differences in birth rates between Community  regions in the period 
1960-67.  The  highest annual.birth rate,  2.46 births per 100  inhabitants, 
was  recorded in Campania  (Italy);  all the other regions in the South of 
Italy had a birth rate well above  2%  too. 
Conversely,  a  particularly low birth rate - less than 1.5%  - was 
recorded in Hamburg  and Berlin (West),2  in the Belgian provinces of Liege 
and Brabant,  in Limousin and Languedoc  in France,  and in seven regions of 
Northern and Central Italy. 
It should also be pointed out that a  high death rate is often 
accompanied by a  low birth rate, both being largely attributable to the 
same  factor - an unfavourable age pyramid. 
As  a  result of this negative correlation between births and deaths, 
rates of natural increase are much  more  marked  than birth rates considered 
in isolation. 
1 All birth rates,  death rates and natural  and overall rates of population increase 
are expressed as percentages, to facilitate comparisons between them. 
2 With  regard to towns,  refer to the points on  page  14  below. - 21-
In the period under review,  the following  extreme rates were  attained 
at national level: 
Netherlands 
Luxembourg 
Difference 
Birth rate  Death rate 
0.79 
1.20 
Natural increase 
1.24 
0.37 
0.87 
Differences between regions were  still more  marked.  If we  exclude 
Berlin  (West)  - its figures being given for information's sake -we have  the 
following picture: 
Birth rate  Death rate  Natural  increase 
Noordbrabant  2.29  0.66  1.63 
Limousin  1.30  1.38  -0.08 
Difference  0.99  -0.72  1.71 
Berlin  (West)  1.14  1.74  -0.60 
The  above-mentioned differences lead one  to ask whether there are any 
correlations between regional rates of natural increase and regional  social 
stl'llctures. 
Two  correlations found in certain Member  States are worth mentioning 
in this connection. 
The  first point, mentioned in the "Raumordnungsberioht  1968"  of the 
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany,  is that in the Federal Republic  of 
Gel'!Dal1y  birth rates above the national average are confined mainly to the 
less developed agricultural regions. -22-
If we  take the relative size of the agricultural  labour force as the 
criterion for determining rural regions,  the above  statement also seems  to 
be true for most  regions of Southern Italy;  but not  for the other Member 
States - in particular France where  the steady outflow of young people from 
the traditionally agricultural regions,  such as Limousin may  conceivably 
have already led to an excessive  "deterioration" in the age  pyramid.  This 
aspect, however,  should be studied in more  detail. 
The  second point  concerns the correlation between birth rates and 
the size of communes.  Certain statistics,  especially of Dutch  and Belgian 
origin,  indicate clearly that the larger the  commune  the smaller the birth 
rate  (S$e  graph below). 
If these two  correlations turned out to be generally valid,  they 
would  have  substantial implications for the population growth  of a  country, 
since the national capacity for demographic  reproduction might  be reduced 
by the gradual  conversion of traditionally agricultural regions - which 
used to be human  "reservoirs" - and by the drift to the large towns. l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
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BIRTH  RATES  AND  THE  SIZE  OF  COI-IMUNES 
Birth rate  o/oo 
26"P-----r------. 
24r----r------r----r~~ 
~.r,~r-~~==~~~~~1' 
2  5  10  20  50 
IV 
100  290  500  1000 
Average  number of inhabitants 
(-Jooo) 
Categories of communes 
Netherlands 
(  5  000  inhabitants 
5  000 - < 20 000 
20 000 - < 50 000 
50 000 - <  100 000 
>  100 000 
Amsterdam  - Rotterdam - Den  Haag 
I 
II 
III 
IV 
Belgium 
< 5  000  inhabitants 
5  000  - < 25  000 
> 25  000 
Capital city of Brussels - 24-
2.  Migrations 
Apart  f'rom  natural  increase,  regional population trends are determined 
by  migrator,y movements. 
Unfortunately,  the statistics available for each countr,y on  migrator,y 
movements  are extremely difficult to compare  owing to the different ways  in 
which the relevant data are recorded and set out.  Furthermore,  data in one  and 
the same  countr,y are not always  consistent and  depending on  the statistics chosen 
are  sometimes  even contradictory.  The  following findings  should therefore be 
interpreted with caution. 
Bearing this in mind,  certain particularly important  aspects and data which 
seem  to merit special attention are considered below:  namely,  the size of 
migrations at th,e  level of the basic regions,  the main  geographical areas and 
the Member  States;  changes in the directions of migrator,y flows within countries, 
and,  finally the total mobility of the population {coefficient of mobility). 
For the period 1960-67,  the annexed Tables D IV  1-5 give the net inter-
regional and international migration figures for each basic region, 
expressed as a  percentage  of their average annual  population. 
The  following ·table lists the regions particularly affected by 
migration,  namely  those with an average annual net  immigration or 
emigration of more  than 1%  or 0.7%  respectively of the population. - 25-
Table  6 
Average  annual net regional  immigration and emigration as a 
percentage of the population  (1960-67) 
Regions  of  i~igration (+1%)  Regions of emigration  (-0.7%) 
Provence  - Cote  d'Azur 
Corse 
Oberbayern 
Koln 
Darmstadt 
Languedoc 
Piemonte 
Lazio 
+2.3 
+1.6 
+1.4 
+1.4 
+1.3 
+1.3 
+1.0 
Basilicata  -1.6 
Molise  -1.5 
Calabria  -1.4 
Sardegna  -1.0 
Abru.zzi  -1.0 
Umbria  -1.0 
Puglia  -().9 
Sicilia  -().8 
Marche  -0.7 
It can be seen from  the above that the basic regions with the largest 
net  emigrations were  concentrated in Italy, while those with the highest net 
immigration rates were  found in several countries. 
To  obtain a  more  extensive picture,  the net migration rates of the 
main geographical areas  were  determined for the period 1960-68.  Table 7 
confirms the leading role played by Southern Italy as a  region of emigration. 
This was,  in fact,  the only main area of the Community  to have a 
substantial net  outflow during the period under review. 
Table  8 supplies a  historical survey in absolute terms of net migration 
from  Southern Italy. - 26-
Migration  to  and  from  the  main  geographical areas  (annual average) 
Table  1 
Net  inter-regional  Net  inter-national 
migration  migration 
Total net 
migration 
--------------------+----------------+---------------~ 
Absolute 
figures 
Germany (FR  +  5  422b 
%  a 
1960-68 
North  - 12  002  - 0.10 
West  - 28  397  - 0 •. 18 
Centre  +  18  194  +  0.20 
South  +  27  627  +  0.16 
================================== 
Absolute 
figures  % 
1960-68 
+  233  081 
+  32  503 
+  72  364 
+  35  734 
+  92  480 
+  0.43 
+  0.28 
+  0.46 
+  0.38 
+  0.54 
------------------- -------------------
Absolute 
figures  % 
1960-68 
+  233  081 
+  20  501 
+  43  967 
+  53  928 
+  120  107 
+  0.43 
+  0.18 
+  0.28 
+  0.58 
+  0.70 
---------- -------- -------------------
+  190 514  +  0.41 
+  52  200  +  0.62 
+  50  443  +  0.29 
+  87  871  +  0.43 
==============================-======== 
1960-68  1960-68  1960-68 
Italy
0 
- 38  933  - o.o8  - 38  933  - o.o8 
North-West  +  129  661  +  0.99  +  2  287  +  0.02  +  131  948  +  1.00 
North-East  - 15  655  - 0.16  - 4  672  - 0.05  - 20  327  - 0.21 
==~~:!::==1===~=~~;=~!!====:=~:~~=~=:==~~=~~~-=:=~:!~::::::~!=~~~-===~:~!: 
1960-68  1960-68  .1960-68 
a  Percentage  of the  population in the  years  1960/61 
b  Net  German  inter-regional migration is not  zero,  since it was 
impossible  to  determine  the  figures  for Berlin-West  for  the  whole 
of the period under  review. 
0.08 
c  In the  case  of Italy,  the  figures  for inter-regional and  international 
~igration are  based  on  information supplied by  Residents'  Registration 
Offices. - 27-
Table 8 
Net  migration from  Southern Italy ('OOO) 
- based on  information supplied by  Resident~ Registration Offices 
Period 
1881-01 
1901-11 
1911-.21 
1921-:;6 
1936-51 
1951  61 
1961- 69 
Sources:  1881-.51: 
1951- 69: 
Total  Annual  average 
- 930  - 46·5 
- 859  - 85·9 
- 920  - 92.0 
- 796  - 53.1 
- 934  - 62.3 
-1 879  -187.9 
-1  325  -165.6 
"Un  secolo di statistische italiane" 
Comitate  dei Ministri per il Mezzogiorno 
"Studi monografici sul mezzogiorno" 
(c)  At  the level of the Member  States 
The  (very inconsistent) statistics for international migrations 
show  that none  of the flows between  Community  countries are of any 
real  importance,  except those  from  Italy. 
It should be remembered,  however,  that  in the past the total 
migratory flows  of Member  States have  not been dominated by inter-
Community  flows. 
For instance,  the majority of Italian emigrants  (60.8%  between 
1960  and 1968)  still go  to non-member  countries, i.e.  coun~ries 
outside Europe.  Similarly,  most  migrants to the other Member  States 
come  from  outside the  Community  (see annexed Tables  D V -VIII). 
~brings out  the small size of inter-Community migration in comparison 
with total migration,  and shows  that integration of the Community 
population and labour forces is still fairly limited. - 28-
{d)  The  direction of migratory flows 
The  data available here reveal  some  changes  in the direction of 
migratory flows inside the Member  States over the two  periods under review. 
In Germany,  for instance,  the marked migratory flow to the West 
during the fifties has been replaced sinoe 1960 by a  flow to the South. 
In France,  there has been a  reversal of the migratory flows  registered 
in the  Champagne,  Picardy,  Limousin and Auvergne  regions,  where  the net 
exodus  of 1954-62 became  a  net  influx in 1962-68.  The  opposite is true 
of the Lorraine  region.  In the 1962-68 period the traditional net 
immigration into the Paris. region dwindled appreciably while that  into 
the Mediterranean region increased still further. 
In the Netherlands,  the Western  region which had for a  long time 
attr~cted migratory movements  has since the beginning of the sixties lost 
more  than it has  gained from  migration whereas  the South and the East 
have  become  regions with net  immigration. 
In Belgium,  the historic direction of migratory flow  from  the 
North to the South has  been reversed,  the North becoming the sole region 
with net  immigration. 
In Italy the volume  of migrations from  the South to the  Centre  and 
North has varied; 
expected to change. 
the direction of migrations,  however,  is not 
Detailed matrices indicating the regions of emigration and 
those of immigration would be needed if one  were  to have  a  more 
complete picture of migratory flows. -H-
Given the  importance of these flows  for regional  and other 
policies - employment,  housing,  etc. - the harmonization of migration 
statistics and the  compilation of such matrices on  the basis of the 
regional units adopted seem  to merit  special attention in future 
statistical programmes.1 
(e)  The  coefficient of mobility 
The  regional migrations  considered above  are only part of total 
migrations within a  country,  which  comprise all changes  of domicile 
between two  communes  and so,  when  correlated with the total population, 
provide an  indicator of population mobility (coefficient of mobility). 
Two  questions arise in this connection: 
(i)  Does  mobility differ appreciably between the Member  States 
of the Community? 
(ii)  What  is the trend in population mobility? 
It is impossible to answer the first question,  owing to the 
heterogeneity of available data.  With  reg.ard to the second question, 
however,  the series of mobility coefficients set  out  in the annexed 
Table  D IX  allow the following conclusions to be made:  mobility has 
declined slightly in Germany  and Belgium  and remained virtually unchanged 
in the Netherlands;  variations are slightly more  substantial in Italy 
but no  clear-cut trend emerges. 
From  these  data it can be  concluded that,  for the  Community  as a 
whole,  the mobility of the population did not  change  substantially during 
the period under review. 
1The  tables which exist in certain countries do  not  relate to the regional units 
adopted here and are,  of course,  limited to their respective national context. -~-
(f)  Commuting 
In the broad sense,  migration also includes commuting,  be  it daily, 
weekly  or monthly.  Commuting  can be an important  feature  of regional 
structures;  and will,  of necessity,  expand as geographical interdependence 
increases.  Commuting  within the Community  is not  analysed in this 
report,  but a  subsequent  study would be  justified. - 31-
The  problems of geographical  distribution and,  in particular,  of population 
concentration  are  complex,  especially in  view  of  the  various  regional levels at 
which  they  can  arise and  the  various criteria which  must  be  used  when  assessing 
them.  The  limited compass  of this analysis rules out  a  study of more  than a 
few  aspects of this matter. 
The  first  chapter  begins  with  the  population  density figures  for  the  basic 
regions  in  1960-62.  Classification of  these  regions into  categories  provides  a 
preliminary picture of  population  concentration in  the  ~~mber States and  a  baais 
for  comparing  them.  Some  major  features  of  regional  population  densities in  the 
Community  will  come  to  light  by  reference  to  the  map  below.  Finally,  the 
plotting of  Lorenz  curves  and  calculation of an  index of  concentration at  three 
different  dates  will  reveal  the  changes  which  have  occurred in the  distribution 
of  population at  Community  level. 
A second  chapter  studies  the  ratio  between  population  density and  growth, 
so  as  to  provide  a  dynamic  picture of  the  process  of  population  concentration 
in the  Community. 
When  assessing  the  following  findings,  it should  be  borne  in mind  that  they 
refer  to  a  clearly determined regional  framework  which  only provides  a  relative 
view of  the  phenomenon.  The  choice of smaller  regional units,  for  instance 
Kreise,  D~partements, etc.,  would  certainly provide  more  detailed pictures and 
sometimes  reveal a  fair  number  of subtle distinctions.  Finally, it is common 
knowledge  that· the  most  acute  problems of population density occur  today at  the 
level of  the  communes,  and  more  particularly in  the  relationship between urban 
and  rural areas.  More  detailed studies should  make  it possible  to  define  these 
two  types  of  regions  in accordance  with  common  criteria and  to  follow  more 
closely the  major  changes  which  are  under  way. - 32-
I,  Regional  population densities 
1,  Statical analysis 
The  regional  density statistics provide  a  preliminary indication of 
population distribution inside  the  Community.  Those  for  the  years  1960-62 
are  given  in  the  annexed  tables. 
Table  9  below divides  the  regions  into six classes of density and  gives 
the  percentages of national area  which  they cover. 
In particular,  the  table reveals  the  great differences  that exist  between 
the  Member  States as  regards  the  importance  of  thinly populated regions. 
The  regions  of  the first  two  classes  - less  than  50  and  less  than  100 
inhabitants per  sq.  km  - cover  34  and  9~fo respectively of France  but  a  far 
smaller  proportion of all other  Member  States,  Indeed,  the  Valle  d'Aosta in 
Italy and  the  province of  Luxembourg  in Belgium are  the  only other regions  to 
fall  in  the  first class.  And  none  of the  regions  in  the first  two  classes of 
density are Dutch, 
The  following  graph  shows  the  distribution of regions  between  the six 
classes,  and  the respective national average  densities. 
2,  Geographical  analysis 
The  geographical  distribution of  the  population in the  Community is 
shown  on  the  map  below  which  was  compiled  from  the  aforementioned data. 
1 
1The  graph  in  the  bottom left-hand corner of  the  map  shows  the distribution 
of  the  100  regions  by  class of  density and  reveals,  once  again,  the 
predominance  of French  regions  in  the first  two  classes  (less  than  100 
inhabitants per  sq.  km). Inhabitants 
per  sq 
km. 
< 50 
51  <  100 
101  <  200 
201  <  400 
401 <  1000 
>1000 
============ 
Table 9 
Basic regions b,y  classes of density,  in 1960-62 
Germany 
(FR)  France  Italy  Belgium  Netherlands  Luxembourg  Community 
1  2  3 
N  %  %cum  N  f.  %cum  N  f.  'f.cum  N  f.  %cum  N  f.  %cum  N  f.  f.  cum  N  f.  f.  cum 
.6  33.93  33.93  1  1.08  1.08 1  14.48  14.48  8  16.58  16.58 
5  17.30 17.30 11  57.81  91.64  5  20.11  21.19  14.48  21  36.06  52.64 
15  49·58 66.88  2  3.78  95.42  9  52.78  73.97  1  11.99 26.47  3  23.22  23.22  1  100  31  27.30  19·94 
11  24·54 91.42  1  2.28  91·10  5  26.03  100.00 4  42.85  69.32  5  56.24  19·46  26  15.80  95·64 
4  1·93  99.35  1  2.20  99·90  3  30.68  '-'>o.oo  3  20.54  100.00  11  4.12  99·16 
3  0.65 1CO.OO  3  0.14 100.00 
38  100.00 !Joooo  21  00.00  100.00 12o  100.00  100.00  9  100.00 100.00  11  00.00  100.00  1  100  1m  100.00  100.00 
===  ======-=====· ===  =====-=~=====  ===-======-======-==  ======  ======-==  =====-=======-===-===~  be===-===-======-~======= 
Number  of regions. 
2  Percentage  of national  or Community  area. 
3  Cumulative  percentages. 
c:.o  c:.o 
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CLASSIFICATION  OF  BASIC  REGIONS  BY  DENSITY 
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The  map  reveals  two  outstanding  features  of  population distribution: 
(i)  A strip of very sparsely populated regions,  of varying  width,  stretching 
from  Belgian Luxembourg  in the  North-East  to  the  Midi  - Pyrenees  region 
in the  South-West; 
(ii)  An  extremely substantial  concentration in  the  "Nord"  region of France, 
the  West  and  Central parts of Belgium  (the  two  Flanders,  Hainaut,  Brabant 
and  Antwerp),  the  Vlest  and  South of  the  Netherlands  excluding  Zeeland,  the 
West  German  "Land"  of  Nordrhein-Westfalen  excluding  the  Regierungsbezirk 
Detmold and,  finally,  the  Regierungsbezirk Wiesbaden.  All  these regions 
are  adjacent  and  have  a  density of at least  300  inhabitants  per  sq.  km. 
In  1960-62  this area had  an  average  density of  492  inhabitants  per  sq.  km, 
making  a  total of  33  million inhabitants or  20%  of  the  entire  population 
of the  Community  in  6.5%  of its area. 
With  the  addition of neighbouring regions  with  a  density of more  than 
200  inhabitants  per  sq.  km,  this area  takes in four  additional  Benelux 
provinces  and  also  extends  somewhat  to  the North-East  (to  include  the 
Regierungsbezirke  Detmold,  Hannover  and  Braunschweig),  and  to  the South-East 
(to  include  the  Regierungsbezirke  Darmstadt,  Rheinhessen,  Pfalz,  Saarland, 
Nord-Wiirttemberg  and  Nord-Baden).  This  larger area has  50.7 million 
inhabitants.  Geometrically,  it lies within  a  circle  with  a  radius of 
300  km,  centred  close  to  Cologne,  which  also  covers  some  neighbouring regions-
including  the  important  regions  of Alsace  and  Lorraine  - and lies adjacent 
to  another  area of  very high  concentration,  the Paris region,  which  has  a 
density of  705  inhabitants  per  sq.  km  and  a  population of 8.5  million but is 
surrounded  by  low-density regions  (generally less than  100  inhabitants  per 
sq.  km). -~-
3.  Lorenz  curves 
Lorenz  curves are  particularly suitable for  illustrating population 
distribution in a  specific area. 
For  the  purpose  of this analysis, it was  decided  to  plot  these  curves  in 
order  to  provide  a  synoptic  picture of  the  trend of population concentration 
within  the  Community. 
The  annexed  Tables  D XIV  1-3 give  the  data that  were  necessary for plotting 
Lorenz  curves  for  the  years  1950,  1960  and  1968. 
A perfectly even  distribution is represented  by  the  diagonal,  so  that  the 
fairly sharp  bend  of  the  1950 ·distribution curve  (1)  shows  that  there is a 
fairly high  degree  of  concentration  in  the  Community. 
In  fact,  78%  of  the  population  were  concentrated in half the  total area 
whilst  the other half accounted  for  only  2~fo. 
The  1960  curve  (curve  2)  is slightly more  convex  than  that  for  1950, 
showing  that concentration had  increased  in  the  intervening decade. 
A closer  examination of certain,sections of  the  curve  shows  that  marked 
deconcentration  had  occurred in 45%  of  the  total area  covered  by  the  regions 
with  the  lowest  density.  This,  however,  was  more  than offset  by  the  trend  in 
the  other  55%. 
The  third  curve,  for  1968,  shows  that  a  trend  towards  deconcentration  had 
reoccurred in the  second  period of reference• 
Overall,  then,  two  opposing  trends  - concentration and  deconcentration  -
virtually cancelled  each other out. 100"/o  Population 
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In  quantitative  terms,  this  trend  can  be  expressed  by  the  index of 
concentration, 
I 
2 
where  i  stands  for  the  various  classes of density,  ai the  percentages of  the 
population in  each  class,  bi the  corresponding percentages of area covered. 
The  smaller  the  index,  the  more  even  the  distribution of  population;  in 
the  extreme  case of a  zero  index,  the  curve  would  correspond to  the  diagonal. 
At  the  pther  end  of  the  scale,  an  index approaching  the limit  value  of 
50  indicates  a  very heavy concentration,  with nearly all the population  being 
found  in a  minimum  area. 
The  index  for  the  three  years  of reference is 
1950: 
1960: 
1968: 
I 
I 
I 
30.10 
31.40 
30.60 
These  figures  go  a  l?ng  way  to  substantiating the  conclusions  reached 
above.  They  show  that  the  1950-60  period of  concentration  was  partially 
offset  by the  1960-68 period of  deconcentration. THE  BASE  REGIONS.  CLASSIFIED  BY  POPULATION  DENSITY 
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II.  The_relationship between  population density and  population  growth 
The  relationship between  population density and  population  growth  enables 
us  to  study  the  dynamic  developments  in  concentration. 
Concentration is increasing if the  correlation betweeen  these  two  variables 
is positive  (in which  case  the  greater  the  density,  the  higher  the  rate of 
increase)  and  decreasing if it is negative. 
Between  1960  and  1968,there  was  no  significant correlation between  the  two 
variables at  the  level of  the  basic  and  larger regions. 
But if we  list all  the  regions of  each  country in increasing order of 
density,  and  then  divide  them  into  thirds,  their respective  rates of  increase 
reveal  the  following  trends: 
Table  9 
Average  density  Average  rate of  increase 
Basic  regions 
in  1960-62  Period  I  Period  II 
1.  Germany  (FR) 
1st third  226  0.08  1,11 
3rd  third  355  1.62  0.84 
2.  France 
1st third  48  0.46  0.87 
3rd  third  168  1.26  1.16 
3·  Italy 
1st third  71  0,18  0.28 
3rd  third  242  0.84  1.20 
4.  Belgium 
1st third  110  0.86  1.14 
3rd  third  513  0.65  0.86 
5·  Netherlands 
1st third  165  1.06  1.22 
3rd  third  713  1.39  1.14 -40-
In  the Federal  Republic  of Germany  and  the Netherlands,  not  only did  the 
respective rates of increase of  the  three  categories  come  appreciably closer 
together,  but  that of  the  regions  with  the lowest  density  even  rose  to  above 
that of  the  most  heavily populated  regions.  Between  the  two  periods in question, 
and  within  the  framework of  the  regional units adopted,  the population 
accordingly became  more  evenly spread in  these  two  co~tries. 
On  the  other hand if we  compare  the  Italian figures  for  the  two  periods 
we  find  that  the rate of increase  showed  a  proportionally greater acceleration 
in  the least  densely  populated regions  but rose  enough in absolute  terms  in  the 
densely  populated regions  to  widen  the  gap  between ·the  two  categories of regions 
and  thus  to  speed  up  the  trend  towards  greater  concentration. 
In France,  the  population of  the  high-density regions  increased  more 
slowly in  thB  second  period  than  irt  the  first,  whilst  that of the low-density 
regions  increased  more  rapidly.  The  first  category,  however,  still had  a 
higher rate of increase,  so  that  the  process of concentration continued  though 
at  a  markedly  slower  pace. 
As  the  problems  of over-concentration attributable  to  population  increase 
arise,  above  all,  in  the  high-density regions,  it seems  worth  giving closer 
consideration to  whether  the  population of _the  latter has  increased  more  than 
the  national  average  and  if so  by  how  much. 
The  situation during  the  period  1960-68  was  as  follows: 
(a)  In  the Federal Republic of Germany  and the Netherlands,  the national rate of 
population increase  was  slightly above  that cf  the  hig)l-density basic 
regions  - the  City Lander  and  the Regierungsbezirk DUsseldorf,  Noord-
Holland  and  Zuid-Holland).  The  same  applies  to  the areas of  maximum 
densit~ in  these  two  countries (Nordrhein-Weatfalen and the  West  o! the 
Netherlands),  to  which  the  aforementioned  basic  regions  be1ong.  As  these - 41-
main  areas  account  for  a  very substantial proportion of the  total  national 
population  (more  than  a  quarter  in  the Federal  Republic  of Germany  and 
more  that  45%  in the  Netherlands),  it follows  that  the  geographical 
concentration has  declined  somewhat. 
(b)  In  three  countries,  however  - France,  Italy and  Belgium - the  basic  regions 
or  main  geographical  areas of relatively high  density increased their 
population faster  than  the  national rate during  the  period under  consideration. 
They  are  the Paris region,  Lazio,  Lombardia  and  Campania  and  the  provinces of 
Antwerp  and  Brabant.  Since  these regions account  for  a  relatively large 
proportion of  the  total national population - 18%  in France,  more  than  3~fo 
in  Italy and  Belgium  - the  population concentration within  these  countries 
has  increased  to  some  e.xtent. 
In  this connection,  it should be  mentioned  that  the  process of 
concentration  seems  to  have  lost momentum  in  the  1962~68 period in France, 
at least,  since  the  Paris region's growth rate is no  longer  so  markedly 
above  the.  national  average. - 42-
I.  Indicators of population  movement 
1.  Cumulation  and  counteraction of natural  movements  and  migrations 
By  combining  the  indicators studied separately in  the  previous  chapters, 
we  can  classify regions  from  several angles, 
One  relationship  can  be  established  between  the  two  variables  - natural 
increase  and  migratory movements  which  can operate  in  the  same  or opposite 
directions,  that is to  say reinforce or  counteract  each other, 
During  the  period  under  consideration  (1960-68),  migration  and  natural 
movements  worked  in the  same  direction in  the Regierungsbezirke  Darmstadt, 
Oberbayern and  Lazio,  where  the  sharp population  increase  was  attributable  to 
both very heavy immigration  and  a  birth rate above  the  national average, 
Conversely,  significant  emigration  coincided  with  a  low  birth rate in 
certain other regions,  namely:  Hamburg,  Hildesheim,  Braunschweig,  Oberfranken  and 
Berlin (West)  in the Federal Republic of Germany;  Limousin and Poitou-Charentes in 
France;  Friuli-Venezia-Giulia,  Marche,  Umbria,  Abruzzi and Molise in Italy;  the 
provinces of Hainaut  and  Luxembourg  in Belgium. 
The  first  type  of  coun.teraction occurs in regions  where  a  heavy natural 
increase  coincides  with  substantial  emigration.  This is notably  the  case in 
Solthern Italy.  Despite  a  heavy natural  increase,  in the  period  under  review 
the  total rate of population increase: 
(i)Hardly exceeded  the  national average  in  Campania  and  Puglia; 
(ii) Remained  markedly  below  the  national  average in Calabria,  Sicilia and 
Sardegna; 
(iii)  Was  even  negative  in Basilicata, -43-
The  main  type  of  counteraction occurs,  though  to  a  lesser extent,  in 
the  Regierungsbezirke  OsnabrUck,  Aurich,  Oldenberg,  MUnster,  Trier, 
Niederbayern,  Oberpfalz  and  Nit tel  franken  in the Federal Republic of Germany,  and 
in the North and Lorraine programme  regions in France. 
In  other regions,  by  way  of contrast,  counteraction operates the other 
way:  immigration is responsible  for  the  substantial  growth of  the  total 
population of certain regions  with  a  small  or average  natural increase.  This 
is the  situation in  the  Regierungsbezirk Wiesbaden,  the  four  programme  regions 
of  Aquitaine,  Midi-Pyrenees,  Languedoc  and  Provence- C8te  d'Azur- Corse,1 
certain regions  in the North-West  of Italy  (~iemonte,  Liguria and  Valle  d'Aosta) 
and  Brabant  in  Belgium. 
1Migration  to  Provence  - Cote  d'Azur - Corse is so substantial that the annual 
rate of  increase is more  than  2%,  despite  a  rate of natural  increase  of less 
than  0.45%. - 44-
2.  The  most  marked  rates of  change 
The  above-mentioned  cumulative  effects account  for  the particularly sharp 
changes  in  the  total population of certain regions. 
The  regions  with  the  most  marked  rates of  change  can  be  grouped under  two 
headings: 
(i)  Firstly regions  with  a  negative rate,  and  more  especially those listed 
under  (b)  and  (c)  below whose  population declined  in the second  period 
only or in both periods. 
(a)  Regions  whose  population  declined in the first period: 
Germany: 
(FR) 
France: 
Italy: 
(b)  Regions 
Ge{~jny: 
Italy: 
(c)  Regions 
GYfii."JY: 
Italy: 
Schleswig-Holstein,  Hildesheim,  Ltineberg,  Stade,  Aurich, 
Braunschweig,  Oldenburg,  Kassel  and  Berlin  (West) 
Limousin 
Veneto,  Friuli-Venezia-Giulia,  Marche,  Umbria,  Abruzzi  and 
Molise. 
whose  population declined in  the  second  period: 
Berlin  (West) 
Umbria,  Molise,  Basilicata. 
whose  population declined in both periods: 
Berlin  (West) 
Umbria,  liJolise. 
(ii) Regions  whose  population  grew particularly sharply (at an  annual  rate of 
more  than  1.5%),  especially those listed under  (b)  and  (c),  either in the 
second  period alone or in both periods. - 45-
(a)  Regions  with  an  annual  increase of more  than  1.5%  in  the  first period: 
Germany: 
(FR) 
France: 
Italy: 
Belgium: 
Bremen,  DUsseldorf,  Koln,  Aachen,  Nlinster,  Arnsberg,  Pfalz, 
Rheinhessen,  Nord-Wiirttemberg,  Slid-Baden,  Slid-Wlirttemberg 
Paris  region,  Lorraine,  Provence  - Cote  d'Azur  - Corse 
Lazio 
Limburg 
Netherlands:  Overijssel,  Gelderland,  Utrecht,  Noord-Brabant,  Limburg. 
(b)  Regions  with  an  annual  increase of more  than  1.5%  in the  second  period: 
GY~jny:  Koln;  Darmstadt,  Slid-Baden,  Slid-Wlirttemberg  and  Oberbayern 
France:  Rhone-Alpes,  Languedoc  and  Provence  - Cote  d'Azur  - Corse 
Italy:  Lombardia  and  Lazio 
Belgium:  Limburg 
Netherlands:  Drenthe,  Gelderland,  Utrecht,  Noord-Brabant  and  Limburg. 
(c)  Regions  with an  annual  increase of more  than  1.5%  in both periods: 
Germany: 
(FR) 
Koln,  Slid-Baden,  Siid-Wlirttemberg 
France:  Provence  - Cote  d'Azur  - Corse 
Italy:  Lazio 
Belgium:  Limburg 
Netherlands:  Gelderland,  Utrecht,  Noord-Brabant,  Limburg. 
A glance  at these  groups  with large  negative or  positive rates  shows  that 
most  of  the  regions  in  the  first  group are,  above all, agricultural and/or 
border  regions.  The  regions of  the  second  group,  by contrast,  have  more  varied 
economic  and  social characteristics. -%-
II.  Population  density and  indicators 
Classification. based  on  both indicators of the  current situation -
population density in  the  present  case  - and  the  aforementioned  indicators of 
change reveals  some  other groups  of regions  which  seem  to  deserve  special 
attention  from  demographic  and  other angles. 
1.  Sparsely populated  regions1 
Particularly difficult  problems  might  arise in regions  with  an 
exceptionally sparse  population,  a  negative natural rate of population growth 
and  net  emigration. 
An  examination  shows  that  in  the  most  recent  period  (1960-68)  none  of 
the  100  Community  regions still satisfied all these  negative criteria. 
A second  category consists of  thosa regions  with  a  sparse population 
(less  than  100  inhabitants  per  sq.  km)  and  with  a  low overall rate of 
population  increase  (less  than  1%),  resulting  from either a  small or  negative 
natural  increase,  or  from  net  emigration.  Several  sub-groups  can  be 
distinguished  within this category. 
(i)  The  first  sub-group  comprises  three  thinly populated  regions  in Italy 
where  emigration  was  so  heavy  that  the  population decreased  despite  a 
considerable natural  increase.2 
1Topographical  factors,  which  are  not  always  negligible,  were  disregarded 
when  calculating population  density. 
2The  inconsistency of the  three  coefficients  quoted  for  certain regions  is 
attributable  to  slight differences  between  the  observation periods  and  also 
to  the  limitations of statistical material  on  migratory  movements. - 47-
REGIONS  Density  Total  increase  Net  misration  Natural  increase 
Basilicata  65  -0.11%  -1.55%  1.38% 
Molise  81  -0.80  -1.46  0.74 
Umbria  94  -0.23  -0.95  0.52 
(ii)  The  second  and  appreciably :j.arger  sub-group  consists of  sparsely - and  even 
very sparsely - populated  regions  with net  emigration.  Unlike  the  first 
sub-group,  the  net  emigration is not  enough  to  offset  the  natural  increase 
and  lead to  depopulation.  Although  Limousin is a  special  case, it has  been 
included in this  sub.:.group. 
REGIONS  Density  Total  increase  Net  mi~ration  Natural  increase 
Limo us  in  43  0.05%  0.20%  -0.08% 
Belgian 
Luxembourg  49  0.20  -0.16  0.44 
Poi  tou-Charent.es  56  0.34  -0.20  0.60 
Sardinia  59  0.77  -1.01  1.47 
Trentino-
A.  Adige  58  0.95  -0.21  0.96 
Basse-Normandie  69  0.71  -0.20  0.91 
Pays  de  la Loire  77  o.8o  -0.10  0.88 
Bretagne  88  0.49  -0.10  0.59 
Niederbayern  89  0.57  -0.37  0.86 
Oberpfalz  92  0.83  -0.12  0.92 
Lorraine  93  o.6o  -0.50  1. 11 
Trier  94  0.57  -0.40  0.92 
(iii)  The  third sub-group  consists of  a  few  regions  where  there  is neither  a 
natural·decrease  nor  net  emigration  but  where  population growth,  although 
greater  than  in  the  previous  sub-group,  only  just offsets the  handicap of 
a  sparse  population. 
REGIONS  Densitl  Total  increase  J!jet  misration  Natural  increase 
Valle  d'Aosta  41  0.98%  o.Bo%  0.35% 
Midi-Pyrenees  45  0.97  0.70  0.28 
Bourgogne  46  0.72  0.30  0.40 
Champagne  47  0.99  0.10  0.89 -48-
2.  Regions  with  a  very  dense  population 
The  first  category of regions  can  be  contrasted with  a  second  category 
(see  below),  where  the  various  criteria employed  seem  to  indicate an  increase 
in  what  is already a  high  degree  of concentration. 1 
REGIONS  Dens  it~  Rate  of increase  Net  migration  Natural  increase 
DUsseldorf  979  0.63%  0.22%  0.54% 
z.  Holland  949  1.02  -0.09  1.09 
N.  Holland  765  0.98  -0.05  1.01 
Paris region  705  1.46  0.7  0.77 
Brabant  (B)  596  1.12  o.87  0.25 
Koln  534  1.81  1.37  0.62 
Utrecht  513  1.62  o.4o  1.23 
Antwerpen  505  0.85  0.15  0.70 
In particular,  this  seems  to  be  the  case  with  three  Dutch  regions  (Noord-
Holland,  Zuid-llolland  and  Utr_echt),  the  Belgian province of Brabant,  the Paris 
region  and  the  Regierungsbezirk Koln,  where  a  high  population  density  (more  than 
500  inhabitants per  sq.  km)  is coupled  with  a  relatively large  population 
increase of  1%  or more,  due  to  particularly heavy  immigration  (Regierungsbezirk 
Koln,  Belgian Brabant  and  Paris  region)  and/or  a  high  birth rate.  The  DUsseldorf 
and  Antwerp  regions are  included  in this group  because of their density,  even 
though  their  total  increase is not  so  marked. 
It is clear  that  this classification  can only provide  a  preliminary 
indication and  the  real  problems of overconcentration generally occur in smaller 
areas. 
1
The  three  German  City Lander  of Hamburg,  Bremen  and  Berlin  (West)  have  been 
disregarded  in  this  examination. -0-
III.  Indicators of  the  individual  socio-economic  regional  categories 
Reference  has  been  repeatedly made  in this first part of  the  analysis  to 
the  three  categories of regions  - agricultural,  semi-industrialized and 
industrialized - which  were  defined  in  the  Memorandum  on  regional  policy,  on 
the  basis of population  density and  the  proportion of  the  labour  force  employed 
in  the  various  economic  sectors.  For  the  purposes  of a  Community-level  analysis, 
it is important  to  know  whether  and  how  far  these  three regional  categories  have 
different indicators of population  change. 
The  annexed  Tables  D XI  show  that  the agricultural  category contains  the 
largest number  of regions  with  net  emigration i.e.  19  out of  31  or nearly  two 
thirds.  Only  11  or about  one  third of  the  semi-industrialized regions are areas 
of net  emigration,  and  the  figure  for  the  industrialized regions  (10  regions  out 
of 36,  or  28%)  is even  lower. 
The  average  net  migration rates of  the  three  categories  show  the  same 
pattern being -0.206,  0.285  and  0.339  respectively. 
The  three  categories  have  much  the  same  average  rates of natural increase1 
(0.716,  0.799  and  0.742),  and,  consequently,  the  larger differences  between 
respective average  rates of  population  growth  (0.682,  1.116  and  1.014)  are 
attributable  to  migration. 
1unrated  arithmetic  mean. -50-
Part  Two:  LABOUR  FORCE  AND  EMPLOYMENT 
Introductory remarks 
1.  Limitations of statistical material 
From  the statistical material  available it will be  seen that an analysis 
of employment  and its regional trends is just as problematic as an analysis of 
population. 
The  same  difficulties occur as in the chapter on  population,  namely: 
{i)  the absence  of certain statistics in several countries; 
(ii)  the differing dates of censuses or surveys and the varying 
intervals between these dates; 
(iii)  the heterogeneity of the available data,  caused by the many 
differences in definitions,  the  scope  of sample  surveys, 
collect~on and processing methods,  etc. 
In addition,  the data are very different,  depending on  whether they come  from 
censuses,  surveys among  households  (activity recorded at place of residence), 
aramong undertakings  {employment  at the  actual  or fictitious place of 
work). 
It was  decided that the present  study would  have  to be based on  data 
from  censuses and surveys among  households  in Member  States for two  major reasons: 
(i)  Surveys among  undertakings are generally limited to a  specific 
industry or branch of activity and therefore do  not  cover all 
employment; 
(ii)  Household surveys in Member  States are the  only source which 
provide data on  past trends at the level of the  basic regions 
adopted. 
It was  on  account  of this latter point that we  decided not to use 
regional employment  data compiled by  OSCE,  in particular the  sample  surveys 
of the labour force.  OSCE  should therefore push ahead with its endeavours to 
obtain annual  employment  data at the  level of the basic regions,  and  be 
assisted in this task by the Member  States. -51-
In view of this situation,  the. following sources were  used: 
(i)  The  general population censuses of the  following years and 
countries: 
Germany  (FR): 
France: 
Belgium: 
1950-61 
1964-62-68 
1947-61 
Luxembourg:  1947-60-66 
(ii)  The  labour force  surveys1  in the Federal Republic of Germany 
(iii) 
(1962-68,  1969)  and Belgium.  (1969).  These  use different 
statistical methods  but  cover the  same  field as the censuses, 
so that the two  are comparable to some  extent.  However, 
these  survey~ cover a  relatively small sample  so that  their margin 
of error may  be  significant in the  case of numerically small 
sub-groups. 
In Italy !STAT  has  in order to improve  comparability compiled a 
standardized data series on  employment  from  censuses,  quarterly 
labour force  surveys and other. statistical sources. 
The  analysis of employment  in Italy was  based.on these.data. 
(iv)  In the Netherlands,  the latest data on total regional  employment 
are provided by statistics on  the total labour force  (arbeidsvolume) 
and by no  other source.  These  statistics .were  used for this survey, 
even though they underestimate the number  of employed persons in 
comparison with the other Member  States. 
As  these sources are not  standardized or Community  sources,  there are some 
reservations about  the comparison of absolute figures between the Member  States. 
Rates and indices have  beenusedwhenever possible in an attempt to remove 
these difficulties and to make  the data more  comparable.  Furthermore,  in order 
to reduce the disadvantages resulting from  the variety of reference dates,  trends 
are often analysed on  the basis of the annual averages·for two  periods,  stretching 
approximately from  1950 to 1960  and 1960 to 1968.  Wherever possible,  the latest 
data available are used in addition to those of the two  basic periods. 
1These  surveys provided an estimate of the number  of employed  persons in a  given reference 
week. -~-
2.  Layout  of  the analysis 
The  previous  analysis  considered  the  Community  labour  force  in  the  40  main 
areas  in  the light of  some  fundamental  questions,  the  first.two  being: 
(i)  How  has  the  regional  labour  force  developed,  in absolute  figures  and  as a 
percentage of  the  national  labour  force? 
(ii)  How  have  the  three sectors - agriculture,  industry and  services  - developed, 
in absolute  figures  and  percentage-wise,  within  each  region? 
This  study  takes  these  two  points  up  again  and  looks at  them in more  detail, 
at  the level of  the  100  basic  regions. 
The  following  aspects are  considered: 
(i)  Changes  in the  share of each  sector  (A,  I,  S)  in total regional 
employment; 
(ii)  The  rates of  change  in employment  in  each  sector,  during  the  periods of 
reference  (~a, ~i, ~s); 
(iii) Certain correlations between initial and  ensuing  situations; 
(iv)  Changes  in total  employment  (~E),taken as resulting from  changes  in 
employment  in  the  three sectors,  according  to  the  formula: 
E  = A.~a +  I.~i +  S.~s 
Consideration is  then  given  to  one  of  the  other  fundamentttl  questions 
raised in  the  previous  memorandum,  namely:  what  changes  have  occurred in  the 
sizes of  the  three  economic  sectors at  the  regional level  as  a  proportion of 
their corresponding sizes at  Community  level?  Are  there  tendencies  for 
certain regions  to  acquire  greater  predominance  in one  of  the  three  sectors 
(sectorial specialization in  the  regions)? -53-
Once  again,  the  problems  of reeional  unemployment  had  to  be  disregarded, 
since  "The  Member  Governments'  statistics,  which  are  sometimes  very detailed, 
cannot  •••  be  used  for  inte"rnational  comparisons  owing  to  major  differences 
between legislative and  administrative practices in  the  various  countries". 1 
Moreover,  Community  statistics - more  particularly the  labour  force  survey  -
only provide  figures  from  1968  onwards,  and  then solely for  larger regions. 
The  criteria employed  in this  chapter are basically those  used  in  the 
chapter  on  population:  rate of  change,  shares,  standard deviation,  coefficients 
of variation and  c·orrelation.  The  counteraction indicators and  the  coefficient 
of location are also  used. 
1
see:  Commission  of  the  European  Communities, 'Statistical programme  for  the  next 
few  years",  Brussels,  31  March  1971. -54-
A.  El'IPLOYNENT  IN  AGRICULTURE 
I. General  survey at national  and  Community  level 
1. Trends  in o.b::oolute  termE 
In  this report,  "employment  in agriculture" is used  in  the  sense of 
em~oyment in  the  primary sector.  This is  justified by  the relative unimportance 
of forestry and  fishing1  in  total population in  this  sector. 
The  number  of persons  employed  at  the  three  dates of reference,  in  each of 
the  six  ~!ember States,  is listed in Table  1  below. 
Table  1 
Number  of persons  employed  in agriculture 
Country  Beginning  End  1st  Beginning  End  2nd  Latest figures 
1st period  period  2nd  period  period  available 
Germany  (FR) 
1950/61/62/68  5  195  700  3  586  800/3  240  900  2  653  200  2  577  000 
~ 
(1969) 
1954/62/68  5  193  Goo  3  935  500  3  131  300 
Italy 
1951/61/68  8  640  000  6  2C7  000  4  247  000  4  023  000 
Bel5ium 
(1969) 
1947/61/69  425  300  253  900  211  500 
Netherlands 
1950/60/65  (a)  582  000  465  000  388 000  340  000 
1947/60  (b)  727  300  442  400  --- (1969) 
Luxembour5 
1947/60;66  35  000  19  300  14  Goo 
This  table  shows  that  in  each  country agricultural  employment  has  roughly 
halved  in less  than 20  years. 
1Around  1961,  forestry and  fishing only accounted  for  2.67% of  employment  in the 
primary sector in Germany  and  1,~4%'in Italy,  for  instance. 
(a)  Arbeidsvolume  (labour  inpu8 
(b)  Persons  in employment  at the  census  dates. -55-
Agricultural  employment  in the Community  as a  whole,  at the  three dates  of 
reference,  can  only be  estimated from  the various national data mentioned above. 
If we  add  the national figures together,  we  find that the numbers  of persons 
employed  in agriculture dropped  from  30  million in 1950  to less than 15  million in 1960 
and  to  11.5 million at the end of the second period. 
The  last two  estimates do  not differ appreciably from  the results of the  Community 
labour force surveys of 1960  and  1968  (15  379  000  and 010  010  300  respectively,  excluding 
Luxembourg). 
Reference  should also be made  to the  1966  Community  survey on  farm  structure,  which 
indicated that 11  729  019  (family and non-family members)  were  employed  on  a  regular 
basis  in Community  agriculture. 
2.  Employment  in_agricul  ture as a  propor1!~--2! total emplolJIIent 
Table  2 gives the proportion of total national  employment  accounted for  b,y 
agriculture at each of the  reference dates. 
•rable  2 
Share of agriculture in national employment 
Beginning  I 
End  1st  Beginning  End  2nd  Latest figures . 
1st period  period  2nd  period  period  available 
Germanv  ( FR) 
1950/61/62/68  22.1  I 
13.5 // 12.3  10.2  9.8 
I 
( 1969) 
~ 
1954/62/68  27.6  I  20.6  15o7 
Italy  I  1951/61/68  43·9  30.4  21.9  21.0 
I 
( 1969) 
Bel  .dum 
1947/61/69  12.6 
I 
7·5  6.1 
Netherlands 
I 
1950/60/65  15-4  11. 1  8.6  1·4 
( 1969) 
Lu:xembour£  I  I  1947/60/66  25.9  15.0  11.2 
Community1  28.9  19.6  I  14-5  I 
Calculated from  the unharmonized national statistics used in this study.  According to 
the labour force  survey  (Community  statistics), agriculture accounted for  14.3%  in 1968. 
According to the employment  figures used for national accounts  (statistics not broken 
down  by regions and not harmonized)  agriculture accounted for  14%  of Community 
employment  in 1968  and  13.3%  in 1969. -56-
According  to  this table,  the  share of agricultural  employment  varied 
appreciably at  the  beginning of  the  reference  period between  the  individual 
countries,  the  difference  between  the  extreme  values  - i.e. those for Italy and 
Belgium - being 31.3% points. 
This  share  was  halved in all  Community  countries  during  the  20  years  under 
review,  As  a  result,  the  difference between  the  extreme  values  dropped  to 
15.8%  points. 
Agriculture still accounts  for  an appreciably higher proportion of  total 
employment  in France  and,  above  all, in Italy than in other  Member  States. 
II.  Regional  trends 
For  each  region,  the  annexed  Tables  Nos.  E/II  and E/III give  the  number  of 
persons  employed  in agriculture and its share of total  employment  at the  three 
dates of reference. 
These  tables  show  that  the relative importance  of agricultural  employment 
declined in all  Community  regions  during  the  two  periods  under  consideration, 
except  in five  regions in Germany  during  the  second  period.
1 
Table  3  below gives,  for  each  Community  country,  the  changes  during  the 
periods  under  consideration in the distribution of regions  as  a  function of  the 
relative importance  of their agricultural sector.  The  table reveals: 
(i)  Firstly,  the  disappearance of  the absolute  predominance of agricultural 
activities at the  regional  level - agriculture  accounted  for  more  than 50% 
of  totaL  employment  in  13  regions at  the  beginning of  the  first period  and 
in  none 'of  them in  1968; 
(ii) Secondly,  the substantial increase  - from  12  to  32  in some  20  years  - in a 
number  of regions  with a  small  proportion of their population  employed  in 
agriculture  (less  than  1~~). 
1Hamburg,  Oldenburg,  Aurich,  Dusseldorf  and  Aachen.  The  increase  may  be 
attributable  to  the  margins of error inherent in restricted sampling  methods. -57-
Table  3 
Changes  in the  distribution of regions  according to  the relative  importance 
of agricultural employment  (as  a  %) 
I 
Year  )70%  :>Go%  )50%  >40%  )30%  )  209b  >10%  )o% 
i 
1951  1  5  4  4  4  1  1 
Italy  1961  4  3  6  5  2 
1968  4  2  7  6  1 
1954  2  6  3  6  3  1 
~  1962  3  6  5  6  1 
1968  4  7  7  3 
1950  1  4  11  10  7  5 
German;l  (FR)  1961  4  12  12  10 
1968  2  3  18  15 
1947  1  1  4  3 
Belsium  1961  1  2  6 
1969  1  8 
1950  1  5  2  3 
Netherlands  1960  3  5  3 
1965  1  5  5 
1947  1 
Luxembours  1960  1 
1966  1 
1947/51  1  5  7  14  20  24  17  12 
EEC  1960/62  4  6  16  26  28  20 
1965/69  4  8  18  38  32 -~-
Table  4 below  summarizes  changes  with  the  help of the  following 
indicators:  national share,  extreme  regional  shares  and  standard 
deviation  (tf)  at the  three  dates  of reference. 
With  the  exception  of a  few  urban areas,  it can  be  seen that 
the  difference  between  extreme  regional shares  narrowed  from  67.2 
points around  1950  to 44.2 points around  1968;  the  extremes  were 
6  and  73.2% in the first case  and  2.4 and  46.6%  in the  second  case. 
This  convergence  is illustrated by  the  following  graph  (a)  and 
(b),  which 'show  that  there is some  tendency  for  the  relative 
importance  of agriculture in the  regional  work  force  to  move  towards 
a  more  uniform  level. 
(b)  Geographical  analysis 
Maps  Nos.  1  and  2  show  the positions of the  regions  and bring 
out  the  relative importance  of their agricultural work  force  at  the 
beginning and  end  of  the  two  periods of reference.  Taken  together, 
the  maps  show  the  marked  general  decrease  in agriculture's percentage 
share  mentioned above;  they also  show  that  these  changes  have  hardly 
affected the  classification of regions according to  the relative 
importance  of agriculture. 
Most  regions  where  agricultural employment  is relatively small 
are still concentrated in the  centre  of  the  Community,  particularly in 
the  main  North-West  area  - defined in the  chapter  on  population  - of 
regions  with  300  inhabitants per  sq  km. 
The  regions,  however,  where  agriculture is relatively important 
are still closely grouped in areas  on  the  outskirts of  the  Community. 60~  • 
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3.7 ACTIVE  POPULATION  / LA~OUR FORCE 
SITUATION  AROUND  1950 
PRIMARY  SECTOR  AS A  FRACTION 
OF THE  REGIONAL  TOTAL 
LEGEND 
Bose region boundaries 
--------- State frontiers 
>  60% 
50,0  59,n 
40,0  49,9% 
30,0  39,9% 
20,0  29,9% 
15,0  19,9% 
10,0  14,9% 
5,0  9,9 :11> 
<  5:1 
SOURCES :  DEUTSCHLAND IBR): Yolks- u. Berufu0hlung 1950 
(Erwerblpersonen ) 
FRANCE:  Recenument  de  Ia  population  195-4 
( c:~ct ih oyont  un emploi ) 
IT  ALIA :  Occupa:r.ione  in  Italic  1951  (occupoti 
in totole) 
BELGIQUE :  Recensement  de  Ia  Popwlotion  1947 
( pop\ollc:~ tion active ) 
NEDERLAND :  Arbeidtvolume  19.50  ( monjoren) 
LUXEMBOURG :  Recenument  general  de  I~;~  po-
pulation 1947 (population active) .. 
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_,; 
100 
,.,.--
-,/ Beginning of 
first period 
----
National  Extreme 
share  regional  !S' 
shares 
GERMANY  (FR) 
1960/61/ /1962/ff!,  22.1  54.5 - 2.1  12.57 
FRANCE 
1954;62/68  27.6  52.6 - 2.5  13.77 
ITALY 
1951/6i/68  43.9  73.2 - 17.8  15.07 
BELGIUM 
1947/61/69  12.6  34.9 - 8.4  7.90 
NETHERLANDS 
1950/60/65  15.4  39.8 - 7.9  9.25 
Table 4 
End  of first period, 
beginning of second 
period 
National  Extreme 
share  regional  (J" 
shares 
13.5//12.3  39.2 - 0.6//  9.64// 
38.0 - 0.5  9.07 
20.6  44.3 - 1.7  11.91 
30.4  59.9 - 12.0  13.65 
7.5  23.8  - 4.8  5.44 
11.1  29.6  - 6.1  7.29 
--- ---- -- - ----- --- --------
End  of second period 
National  Extreme 
share  regional  0 
share 
10.2  35.0 - 0.5  8.47 
15.7  35.2- 1.3  9.62 
21.9  46.6  - 7.2 11.17 
6.1  16.6 - 3.7  4.07 
8.6  22.3 - 4.7  5.42 
--
011 
\C) 
I - 60-
In  1968  the  regions  where  agriculture still accounted for  more  than  2o% 
of  employment  were  located in four  areas: 
( i.)  in Western France,  11  regions: 
Bretagne,  Basse-Normandie,  Poitou-Charente,  Limousin,  Pays  de  la Loire, 
Centre,  Bourgogne,  Auvergne,  Aquitaine,  Midi-Pyrenees and  Languedoc; 
(ii)  in Southern  and  Eastern Italy,  13  regions: 
Basilicata,  Abruzzi,  Molise,  Puglia,  Sicilia, Sardegna,  Umbria,  Marche, 
Calabria,  Campania,  Emilia-Romagna,  Veneto,  Trentino-Alto Adige; 
(iii)  in Northern Netherlands  and  Northern Germany  (FR),  4  regions: 
Drenthe,  Aurich,  Oldenburg,  Stade; 
(iv)  in  the  Eastern part of Germany  (FR),  1  region: 
Niederbayern. 
Outside  these  four  outlying areas,  Trier  was  the  only region  where 
agriculture  accounted  for  more  than  20%  of total  employment. 
2.  Percentage  changes  in agricultural  employment 
With  a  view  to  a  more  detailed study of the  development of regional 
agricultural  employment  the  mean  annual  percentage  changes  in  the  two  periods 
were  derived  from  the absolute  employment  figures at  the  three  dates of 
reference. 
In order  to  provide  a  general  picture of  the  major  trends,  this information 
is summarized  in Table  5  by  three indicators - average  annual  percentage  changes 
at  national level,  extreme  average  regional  percentage  changes  and  standard 
deviations. 
At  the  level of  the  Member  States,  the  average  percentage  changes  were 
all negative,  of course,  in  the  two  periods in Luxembourg  in  the  first period 
and  Italy and  Luxembourg  in  the  second,  and  they fell within  the  narrow limits 
of -3.25%  and  -3.75%,  with  the  exception of Luxembourg  in  the first  period and 
Italy and  Belgium in the  second period. - 61-
Table  5 
Average  percentage  changes  in agricultural  employment 
Years  National  Extreme  regional  0  average  averages 
1st 12eriod 
Germany  (FR)  1950-6.1  -3.32  -5.34+  -2.16  0.723+ 
France  1954-62  -3.41  -5.42  -2.29  0.669 
Italy  1951-61  -3.25  -5.17  -1.08  1.077 
Belgium  1947-61  -3.61  -4.52  -2.82  0.650 
Netherlands  1950-60a  -2.22  -2.84  -1.61  0.392 
1947-61b  -3.75  -4.95  -2.30  0.746 
Luxembourg  1947-60  -4.48  - - -
:================  =============  ==============  =========  ===========  =============== 
2nd  ;eeriod 
Germany  (FR)  1962-68  -3.28  -9.43°  +4.52  3.500° 
France  1962-68  -3.74  -4.56  -2.35  -0.661 
Italy  1961-68  -5.28  -9.98  -2.07  -1.977 
Belgium  1961-69  -2.27  -4.80  -1.07  -1.250 
Netherlands  1960-65a  -3.56  -6.08  -1.83  1.177 
Luxembourg  1960-68  -4.54  - - -
+Excluding Berlin  ( Vlest) 
0Excluding  Bremen 
aArbeidsvolume  (labour input) 
bLabour  force at  census  dates -0-
At  the  regional level,  the  average annual  percentage  changes  were  again 
negative  in all Community  regions  in  the  first period  except  in 7  German 
administrative districts in  the  second  period.
1 
It should  be  noted  that  the  percentage  changes  remained  within relatively 
narrow limits in  the  first period of reference,  despite  the  impact  of specific 
regional  factors. 
The  pattern,  however,  was  much  more  complicated in the  second  period  -
perhaps,  as  in Germany,  partly  due  to  the  diversity of the  sources used.2 
In France  and  in Italy,  for  which  the  sources  used  were  identical for  each of 
the  periods,  the  differences  between  rates of  change  can only be  attributed  to 
a  more  varied  regional  pattern of  development. 
This is not  surprising since  the  decline  in  the  second  period was  based 
on  much  smaller statistical units with  the  result  that it was  easier  to  arrive 
at more  marked  differences  in  the  rate of variation.  In  addition,  these 
differences  c1early reflect  the increased efforts being  made  in  the  field of 
regional  development. 
1Namely:  Hamburg,  Stade,  Aurich,  DUsseldorf.  Aachen,  Rheinhessen  and  Berlin. 
These  exceptions  may  again  be  attributable  to  the  small  percentage  sample  used. 
2The  example of the Netherlands  (see  Table 5),  for  which  two  different sets of 
data are available for  the  same  period,  shows  that  the  coefficient of variation 
and  the  indicators of population scatter vary appreciably according  to  the set 
of data used. 
To  verify the  findings of this  chapter definitively and  for all countries, it 
will  be  necessary to  refer  to  the  results of  the  1970  censuses. -63-
3.  Links  between  the initial situation  and  the  changes 
Despite a  certain similarity,  the regional  changes  in agricultural 
employment  in the first period  were  between -5.42%  and  -1,08%.  The  range  was 
even  wider  in  the  second period. 
This leads one  to  enquire into  the origin of  these differences and,  in 
particular, into  how  they tie up  with  the initial regional situations. 
It could  be plausibly. believed that  the largest decreases occurred in 
the  regions  with  the  highest proportion of agricultural  employment  and  vice 
versa.  An  attempt  to  check this hypothesis,  however,  by calculating correlations 
does  not  give  conclusive results. 
As  can  be  seen  from  Table  6  there is, in fact,  in  the  regions of  each 
Member  State  no  significant correlation between  the share of agriculture in 
total  employment  at the  beginning of  each  period and  the  average  percentage 
change  in agricultural  employment  during  that period. 
Table  6 
Coefficients of correlation 
::::----_____  1st period  2nd  period 
Germany  (FR)  -0.354  -0.052 
France  -0.209  o.471 
Italy  0.003  -o.o66 
Belgium  -0.154  0.430 
Netherlands  0.338  0.536 -64-
There is,  however,a clearcut  correlation,  exc.ept  for  Belgium in  the 
second  period,  between  the absolute  number  of persons  employed  in agriculture 
per region at  the beginning  o'f  the  two  periods and  the  absolute  annual  decrease 
(see  Table 7). 
Table  7 
Coefficients of correlation 
1st period  2nd  period 
Regions 
Germany(FR)  0.915  0.647 
France  0.962  0.974 
Italy  0.936  0.791 
Belgium  0.949  0.201 
Netherlands  0.928  0.709 
Furthermore,  a  comparison of the  coefficients reveals  that  the  correlation 
was  generally not  as  marked  in the  second  period,  except  in France  where it 
remained  unchanged.  This  trend,  which is particularly noticeable in Belgium  and 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  is not surprising in view of the  fa~tors 
mentioned above. 
The  correlation between  the  two  variables  (0.90 and  0.88 for  the first 
and  second  period respectively)  is also  very clearcut ·for  the  Community  regions 
as a  whole. 
So  it follows,  both  for  the  Community  as a  whole  and  for  each of the 
Member  States that  the  extent  to  which  the agricultural population has  declined 
in  the  regions ·has  not  been appreciably influenced by  the  percentage of the 
total  working  force  employed in agriculture but  by_  the initial situation 
expressed in absolute  terms.  The  rate of decrease  has  evolved fairly 
autonomously and  automatically,  in spite of internal circumstances  and  external 
influences. - 65-
B.  EMPLOYMENT  IN  THE  SECONDARY  SECTOR 
I. General  survey at  national  and  Community  level 
1.  Trends .in absolute  tsrms 
Employment  in  the  secondary sector  (secondary employment),  as  defined in 
this chapter,  covers all persons  employed in the  extractive  and  manufacturing 
industries,  building and  construction as  well  as  the  water,  gas  and  electricity 
services. 
This  definition is used  in five  Member  States.  In France,  however,  the. 
water,  gas  and  electricity services are  defined  as  belonging  to  the  public 
services and  are  included  in  the  tertiary sector.  For  the  sake of statistical 
comparisons,  the  number  of  persons  employed  in this  branch of activity have 
been  added  to  secondary  employment. 
It should  be  borne  in mlnd  that, :in the  Netherlands,  the  number  of  employed 
persons is expressed in man/years. 
Allowing  for  these  facts,  Table  8  gives  the  number  of rersons  employed 
in  the  Member  States  at  each of  the  dates of reference. 
Table  8 
Number  of  persons  employed  in the  secondary sector 
I  Beginning  End  1st  Beginning  End  2nd  Latest  figures 
1st period  period  2nd  period  period  available 
Germany  (FR) 
1950/61/62/68  10  505  500  12  899  800//12  865  300  12  388  100  12  741  000  (1969) 
~ 
1954/62/68  6  971  000  7  542  900  8  088  100 
Italy 
1951/61/68  5  803  000  7  646  000  7  890  000  8  048  000  (1969) 
Belgium 
1947/61/69  1  658  400  1  605  700  1  515  700 
Netherlands 
19~0/60/65 a  ~ ~6~ 
000  1  715  000  1  887  000  1  852  000  ( 1969) 
19  7/60  b  200  1  755  900 
Luxembourg 
1947/60/66  53  300  56  700  58  700 
a  Arbeidsvolume  tlabour  input) 
b  Gainfully employed  persons at census  dates. -66-
This  table  shows  that  the  trend of  secondary  employment  varied  from  one 
country  to  another  and  from  one  period  to  another.  We  do  not  find  the  similarity 
of  trends recorded  for  agricultural  employment. 
In fact,  the  number  of persons  employed  increased in  both periods  in  four 
countries  - E'rance,  Italy,  the  Netherlands  and  Luxembourg- but declined in 
Belgium  right  from  the  beginning of the  first period of reference  and  in Germany 
from  the beginning of  the  second  period. 
In  the last  two  countries this decline  has  been  halted in recent  years  on 
account  of  boom  conditions in recent  years  (see  Table  8  above),  but  the 
available medium-term prospects  show  that  these  movements  are in fact  underlying 
trends. 
For  the  Community  as  a  whole,  it is only possible  to  estimate aggregate 
secondary employment  at  the  three  dates of reference,  by  adding  together  the 
national  figures  contained  in  Table  8.  On  this basis,  the  number  of  employed 
persons  increased in  the first  period  from  26  to  31  million,  and  remained  at  this 
level in  the  second  period.  The  Community  labour  force  surveys of  1960  and  19682 
also  reveal  this semi-stability,  the  number  of  persons  recorded  being 30.5  and 
30.7  million  respectively. 
Attention should  be  drawn  to  the  fact  that  the  "building and  construction" 
sub-sector plays  a  major  role in secondary  employment.  The  trend in  the latter 
therefore  cannot  be  equated  with  that of industrial  employment  proper,  which 
covers  the  extractive,  manufacturing and  energy industries. 
1In  this  connection  see  in particular the  Third  Medium-term Economic  Policy 
Programme. 
2rt should  be  recalled  that  these  two  sample  surveys,  whose  results are  not 
strictly comparable,  are  the only available  sources at  the  Community  level  on: 
regional  secondary  employment  based  on  household statistics. 
There  also  exists  for  1962  the  regional  data furnished  by  the  major 
Community  industrial  survey of  1963,  which  recorded  the  employed  population at 
its place of work  (establishment), 
The  nature of  these  two  statistical sources is such  that  they cannot  be 
compared, - 67-
Table  9 
Proportion of building and  construction in 
total secondary  employment 
Initial 
situation 
Annual 
variation 
1st period 
GERMANY (FR) 
1950/61/61/68 
Secondary total  10  505  5001  +345  610 
(absolute  figures) 
0
in  w~!~estry  81%  f +317  350 
in building and 
=;!~!:!~~g~~gg============Jr~===== ==~§~=§g2=== 
1954/62/68 
Secondary total  6  971  000 
(absolute  figures) 
of which 
in industry  79% 
in building and 
==ggg~~~~g~~gg============§~~===== 
ITALY 
1951/61/69 
Secondary total  5  803  000 
(absolute  figures) 
of which 
in industry  81% 
in building and 
==ggg~~~~g~~gg============J~~===== 
BELGIUM 
1947/61/69 
+73  000 
+46  200 
+184  300 
+105  550 
Situation 
around 1960 
12  899  Boo 
Annual 
variation 
2nd  period 
+8  250 
84%  -1  625 
••••  l~---·1--;1.!1>  •• 
7  542  900 
77% 
7  646  000 
75% 
+90  850 
+24  380 
+66  470  ========== 
+50  000 
+41  000 
Situation 
around  1968 
12  388  100 
8  088  100 
75% 
=====§~~====== 
7  890  000 
76% 
Secondary total  1  658  400  -3  800  1  605  700  -4 200  1  515  700 
(absolute  figures) 
of which 
in industry  87%  -8  Boo  81%  -10  200  i'  81% 
in building and  , 
-~~~;~;::::::·····e:·:::;:::···e··:::·:::···-·:·~:~:::· ··:::·:::-~··:·::~:::··' 
(absolute  figures) 
of which 
in industry  80%  +19  500  7'1'/o  +4  300  74% 
in building and 
-=ggg~~~~g~~gg=======F====§~~=========~g=~~~========§J~=======~~~=~~2=======§g~===== 
LUXEMBOURG 
1947/60/66 
Secondary total  53  300  +260  56  700  +345  58  700 
(absolute  figures) 
of which 
in  i~!~~try  81%  +125  8~  ;,  ),,;,, ·  '~ and  19%  +220  20'J 
lExcluding Saar  and  Berlin  (West,. -68-
Table  9  illustrates the role of  the  two  sub-sectors,  building and 
construction and  industry proper,  in secondary  employment.  It shows,  for  instance, 
that  the  sharp increase in  employment  in building and  construction  was  mainly 
responsible  for  the  extremely marked  upward  trend in secondary  employment  in 
France  during  the  second  period. 
2.  Secondary  employment  as  a  proportion of total  employment 
As  can  be  seen in Table  10  below,  the  share  of secondary  employment  in  the 
national  total  when  compared  to  agricultural  employment  has  developed in 
different  directions. 
Table  10 
Share  of  secondary  employment  in national  employment 
Beginning  End  1st  Beginning  End  2nd  Latest figures 
1st period  period  2nd  period  period  available 
------------- ---------------------- ---------- ------------------
German;'!  (FR) 
1950/61/62/68  44.7  48.7//49.0  47.9  48.7 
(1969) 
France 
195 4/62/68  37.0  39.6  40.5 
Ital;'! 
1951/61/68  29.5  37.4  40.8  42.0 
(1969) 
Bele;ium 
1947/61/69  49.0  47.7  43.4 
Netherlands 
1950/60/65  39.6  41.0  41.9  41.6 
(1969) 
Luxemboure; 
1947/60/66  39·5  40.9  44.9 - 69-
Three  points  emerge  from  this  table: 
(i)  The  share of secondary  employment  increased during  each of  these  periods 
in all Member  States,  except  in  Belgium  from  the  beginning of  the first 
period and  in the  Federal  Republic  of Germany  from  the  beginning of  the 
second  period; 
(ii)  The  share of secondary  employment  declined in  the  two  countries  where it 
was  highest  and  accounted  for  nearly 50%  of  total  employment.  This 
percentage share  seems  to  be  the  maximum  which  secondary  employment 
attains .at  national level; 
(iii)  The  largest increase,  on  the other  hand,  occurred  in Italy,  the  country 
where  the  share  was  markedly less  than  in  the  other  Member  States at  the 
beginning of the  period of analysis. 
The  combined effect of  these  movements  was  to  reduce  the  difference 
between  extreme  national  shares  from  19.5  points at  the  beginning  to  7.4 points 
at  the  end  of the period of analysis. 
If we  consider  the latest  data available,  the  main  point  to  emerge is that 
the  increase  has  gathered  momentum  in Italy,  where  the  share  was  no  longer  below 
that of the other Member  States in  1969;  as  a  result of  this,  only France still 
has  a  share slightly below  that of the other  Hember  States. 
II. Regional  trends 
The  annexed  Tables E/II  and  E/IV give  the  number  of  secondary  jobs in 
each  region at  the  three reference  dates,  together  with  the  average  annual  rates 
of  change  in  the  two  periods. 
To  obtain a  general  picture of  the  trend of  employment  at regional level, 
the  data are  condensed  below  to  the  following  indicators:  national  rate of  change, 
extreme  regional  percentage  changes  and  standard  deviation  (Table  11  below). - 70-
It should once  more  be  mentioned  that  these rates are  only averages·  between 
two  reference  dates,  They  therefore fail  to  reveal annual  changes or,  above all, 
trends in  the  most  recent  years,  which  are essential  to  a  review of  the  acute 
problems  in the  Community,  and  will  not  be  known  till harmonized  regional 
statistics are available on  an  annual  basis, 
Table  11 
Average  annual  rate of change 
Years  National  Extreme  0  average  regional  averages 
~ i:r•st  2eriod 
Germany  (FR)  1950-61  1.89  3.62  -0.93  0.937 
France  1954-62  0.99  2.31  -0.49  0.714 
Italy  1951-61  2.80  4.50  1,08  0.925 
Belgium  1947-61  -0.23  1.54  -2.06  1.025 
Netherlands  1950-60  1.38  3.19  0,28  o.8oo 
Luxembourg  1947-60  0.48  - - -
National  Extreme  0  Years  regional  average  averages 
~~end period 
Germany  \FR)  1962-68  -0.63  3·34  -2.86  1.438 
France  1962-68  1.17  3.66  -0.58  1.208 
Italy  1961-68  +0.45  1.96  -3.61  1.444 
Belgium  1961-69  -0.71  1.31  -2.52  1,049 
Netherlands  1960-65  1.93  3.31  1.41  0.653 
Luxembourg  1960-66  0.58  - - -
This  table  sub~ntiates the  divergence  of  trends at  national  level, 
in contrast with  the  fairly uniform  evolution noted in agriculture.  This 
heterogeneity has  persisted  despite  the  rate increases recorded in  the  most 
recent  years. - 71-
(b)  The  trend was  just as complicated at regional level. 
The  growth of secondary employment  was  of a  general and continuous 
nature in all Dutch regions and in the Grand  Duchy  of Luxembourg. 
In France,  too,  with the exception of the North after 1954 and 
Lorraine after 1962,  employment  also increased in all regions and in both 
periods. 
In the Federal Republic of Germany  and to a  lesser extent in Italy,h•w•Ter,/ 
the trends in the second period diverged very markedly  from  those of the first. 
In both countries,  secondary employment  increased generally during 
the first decade,  a  decline only being recorded in 2  of the  58  regions 
(Schleswig-Holstein and Niederbayer.n). 
In the second decade,  secondary employment  declined in 22  of the 38 
regions of the Federal Republic of Germany  and 5 of the 2p  Italian regions.  1 
In Belgi'lllll,  secondary employment  fell in 5 of the 9 regions  in 
the first period and in 8  regions in the  second period. 
Ct  should be noted that in 1968 the German  (FR)  regions were still "being  influenced 
>Y  the industrial recession which this country experienced towards  1966/67. 
leference should be made,  however,  to the  comment  in I(l) on the trend in 
.•ecent  years. - 72-
2.Cha.nges  in secondary employment.  in relation to agricultural employment 
As  the previous review described the trend of regional secondary 
employment,  it can be asked how  far this trend was  tied up  with the size of the 
agricultural labour force. 
(a)  To  answer this. question,  one  line of approach is to see whether 
there is a  correlation between the rate of increase in secondary 
employment  and the level of the agricultural share.  Furthermore, 
this correlation could be  established by combining the large 
agricultural shares with either high secondary rates - a  combination 
favouring regional  development  - or with small  secondary rates. 
Germany 
France 
Italy 
Belgium 
Calculation of correlations  (see Table 12) by countries 
for each of the periods shows  that the connection between these 
two  phenomena  is not very significant either way.  At  the most, 
it can be  noted that  in the  second period this correlation 
produced a  fairly large figure  in the Netherlands and France, 
which tends to indicate a  more  positive trend in these two 
countries. 
Table 12 
Correlation between rates of change  in secondary employment 
and the share of agriculture in employment 
1st period  2nd period 
; 
(FR)  -0.145  0.304 
-0.118  0.753 
0.548  0.617 
0.501  -0.054 
Netherlands  0.436  0.786 
Community  as a  whole  0.246  0.408 - 73-
(b)  Another approach,  conclusive though less rigorous,  is to determine 
how  far the decrease in the number  of agricultural  jobs has been 
b  .  h  .  1  offset by an increase in the number  of secondary jo s  1n eac  reg1on. 
This evaluation does not,  of course,  show  how  far labour freed from 
agriculture has been absorbed by the secondary sector.  The  evolution 
of each sector is not,  in fact,  determined solely by transfers of labour 
from  one  sector to another,  but also by the  influx of young people and 
the departure of old people. 
So  the compensation rate. does not provide a  norm  but  is essentially 
an indicator. 
This analysis is resumed further on  to evaluate developments  in the 
tertiary sector. 
The  following definitions have been used so as to quantify compensation 
to some  extent. 
(i) Coefficient of compensation = c 
c  £::..  II 
D.  I 
changes  in secondary emplo;yment  in absolute terms 
changes in agricultural employment  in absolute terms 
The  various values of  c  are written as follows: 
c) 1 
c  = 1 
o(c (  1 
0) c 
over-compensation 
full  compensation 
partial compensation 
negative  compensation 
(ii) Net  compensation = s 
S=  -AII-6.I  = change  in secondary employment  (in absolute terms) 
- changes  in agricultural employment  (in 
absolute terms) 
1A more  detailed assessment  of industrialization endeavours would,  of course,  have to 
allow for the number  of jobs created with the aid of public funds. - 74-
Table  13  below gives these indicators for the t.hree types of 
regions - agricultural,  semi-industrialized and  industrialized - used in the 
Memorandum  on  Regional Policy in the  Community.2  Two  points emerge: 
(i)  In the first period,  the decline in agricultural employment  was  more 
than offset in 75%  of the industrialized and 25%  of the semi-
industrialized regions.  The  other regions of these two  categories 
also achieved relatively high compensation rates.  As  against this, 
no  agricultural region was  able to over-compensate for the decline 
in the agricultural labour force and most  of them  had very small 
compensation rates; 
( ii)  Although reduct  ions or small  increases in secondary employment 
generally tend to blur correlations,  the data for the secondary 
period substantiate the conclusions  drawn  for the first period, 
In view of these general trends,  the figures obtained from  the use of 
these indicators in the several Member  States are hardly surprising. 
As  shown  by Tables  14  and 15 below,  the coefficients c  and s  bear witness 
to major differences between the countries in general and more  particularly 
to the considerable growth of regional  secondary activities which  has occurred in 
some  of them.  Fbr  instance, while more  than half the regions in the Federal Republic 
of Germany  and the Netherlands  (20 and 8  respectively) more  than offset the disappear-
ance of agricultural  jobs, the same  can  only be said of a  very small number  of the 
regions  in F.rance  and Italy (2  and 3  respectively).  In most  of the F.rench  and 
Italian regions,  changes  in sectoral structure have  resulted in a  considerable 
overall  shrinkage of employment  in agriculture and the  secondary sector. 
The  situation improved slightly in F.rance  in the  second period, 
more  particularly owing to the substantial growth of the building and 
construction sub-sector;  six regions more  than offset the contraction of the 
agricultural labour force,  and the  coefficients of compensation in other regions 
were  generally higher than in the first P,eriod. 
2Memorandum  on  Regional  Policy in the Community,  Ch.  III. - 75-
COMPENSATION  RATES  IN  THE  THREE  TYPES  OF  REGION  DEFINED  IN  THE  MEMORANDUM 
ON  REGIONAL  POLICY  IN  THE  COMMUNITY 
Table  13 
1st period 
Agricultural regions  Semi-indu~trializedl  Industrialized regions 
Compensation  rate  regl.ons 
%  Number  %  Number  %  Number 
; 
More  than 100"/o  0  0  8  24  I  27  75 
I 
50  100"/o  6  19  15  46  2  6 
30  50"/o  7  23  5  15  2  6 
0  30"/o  16  52  4  12  1  3 
Less  than  o%1  2  6  1  3  4  11 
i  31  100  33  100  I  36  100 
2nd period 
Agricultural regions  Semi-ind~trialized  ~  Industrialized regions 
Compensation  rate  Number  % 
reg:~.ons 
Number  %  ,  Number  % 
More  than 100"/o  3  10  9  27  10  28 
50  100"/o  10  32  5  15  1  3 
30  50"/o  2  6  6  19  1  3 
0  30"/o  10  32  3  9  0  0 
. 
1  16  Less  than  o%2  5  9  27  19  53 
special cases  1  3  1  3  5  14 
31  100  33  100  36  100 
1Employment  in agriculture and the  secondary sector declined simultaneously in these 
regions. 
2Emplo:vment  in  th~..a.griculture and the  secondary sector  i~creased simultaneously  l.n  tn-ese  German  \ J:t'H7  regJ.ons. - 76-
COEFFICIENT  OF  COMPENSATION  AND  NET  CHANGES  IN  EMPLOYMENT  IN  THE  SECONDARY 
SECTOR  AND  IN  AGRICULTURE 
Table  14 
National  level  Regional  level 
Coefficient  Net  changes  in absolute  Coefficient  Number  Net  changes 
of  terms  of  of  in ab~lute 
compensation  compensation, regions  terms 
by  category 
c=-~  ,6..  II -AI  c=  - .,_.').  II  ,8 =.6II -~I 
6.  I  ~ 
1 
+1.318  GERMANY  ( FR)  +459  700  c;;?l  15  -942  600 
( .6.  I  = -1507  400)  0.5 (  <  1  1  -111  800 
(~  II= +1967  100)  0 <._ ~  0.5  1  -184 100 
c<o  2  -187  000 
FRANCE  +0.45  -686 200  c)  1  2  +166  000 
(~I = -1258  100)  0.5(, <  1  5  - 51  900 
(6II= +  571  900)  o( <:_o.5  13  -733  400 
c< 0"  1  - 66  900 
ITALY  +0.76  -590 000  c)  1  3  +308  200 
( 6,_ I  =  -2433  000)  0.5< <  1  8  -428  000 
(~II= +1843  000)  o(  <. 0.5  8  -470 200 
c( 0  - -
BELGIUM  -0.31  -224 000  c >1.  2  +  8  200 
(6, I  =- 171  300)  0.5 (, (.1  1  - 8100 
(~II=- 52  700)  o(<o.5  1  - 7800 
c< o'  5  -216  300 
NETHERLANDS  +1.88  +103  000  c)  1  8  +111  300 
( 6.  I  = -117  000) 
r  . 
0.5 <. <  1  2  - 5200 
( 6,  II= +220  000)  o(  (  0.5  1  - 3 100 
c< 0  - -
LUXEMBOURG  +0.22  - 12  300  o< <.o.5  ,  1  - 12  300 
131  regions.  Excluding Rheinhessen,  Hamburg,  DUsseldorf,  Berlin,  Aachen,  Aurich,  Stade, 
where  employment  increased in the primary sector in the  2nd  period. 
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COEFFICIENT  OF  COMPENSATION  AND  NET  CHANGES  IN  EMPLOYMENT  IN  THE  SECONDARY 
SECTOR  AND  IN  AGRICULTURE 
Table  15 
National  level  Re~rional level 
Coefficient  Net  changes in absolute  Coefficient  Number  Net  changes 
of  terms  of  of  in absolute 
compensation  compensation,  regions  terms 
by category 
c=-..A..ll  ~II- 6r  c;_6.II  Llrr -.Dr 
D.  l:  .6,.! 
GERMANY  (FR)1  -0.547  -954 400  c )'1  17  -841  900 
(6,! = -617  000)  0.5<._ <  1  5  - 35 900 
I  (  6  II= -337  400)  o<_<_o.5  4  -118 800 
I  c (o"  '5  +  42  200 
FRANCE  +0.678  -259 000  c./1  6  +  66  700 
( 6  I  =  -804 200)  0.5( <._  1  9  +166  600 
(  D II= +545  200)  o<  <;;  0.5  4  +  83  600 
c<o  2  +  7'5  '500 
ITALY  +0.124  -1  716  000  c;;>l  - -
(,6.! =  -1960 000)  o.5< <  1  1  - 34  500 
CL\ II; +  244  000)  o <<o.5  13  -1301 800 
c<~  '5  _,79  700 
BELGIUM  -2.123  -132  400  c?l  1  +  8800 
'/  . 
(6_ I  ;  - 42  400)  0.5 (  <  1  - -
(,6 II= - 90 000)  0 (<;,: 0.5  - -
c <  0  8  -1.11  200 
jNETHERLANDS  +2.234  +  95  000  c.> 1  10  +  95  400 
/  . 
(L).. I  "'  - 77  000)  0.5 <  <  1  1  - 400 
(.6.  II=+ 172  000)  o(<;_o.5  - -
c  <.  0  - -
JJUXElMBOURG  +0.423  - 2  700  0  (  ~0.5  1  - 2  700 
(..Ll  I  =  - 4700) 
(,6 II=+  2  OOO)  ' 
131  regions.  Excluding Rheinhessen,  Hamburg,  DUsseldorf,  Berlin,  Aachen,  Aurich,  Stade, 
where  employment  increased in the primary sector, - 78-
3.  Trende  in the  share  of the  secondary sector in total employment 
(a)  Statistical analysis 
The  annexed  Tables E/III give the percentage share of secondary 
employment  in total employment,  by country and by region, 
It can be  seen from  these figures that this proportion increased 
in most  of the 100 regions in both periods,  namely  in 86  and 56  regions 
respectively. 
These  results,  which may  appear to be  very positive,  oblige us to 
explain the limited significance of this indicator,  B,y  definition,  the sum 
of the three sector shares is 100  so that the general  decline in the 
agricultural share mentioned above  would  inevitably increase the share of the 
secondary and/or tertiary sectors. 
So  it is not  surprising to find,  in Table 16 below,  that the range of 
variation of secondary shares,  and their scattering around national averages, 
declined at  each reference date. 
It can be  seen from  the same  table,  and  from  graphs  (c) and  (d), 
that this convergence  of secondary shares also obtains at the  Community 
level, where  the range narrowed from  47.4 to 31.8 points,  the  extreme 
values being 61.1  and 13.7% in the first period and 59.2 and 27.4%  in the 
second. 
This  convergence  is due  not  only to  increases but also to decreases 
in the  secondary share in certain regions. 
This being so,  it can be  asked whether the trend of the regional 
secondary share obeys  certain laws  and in particular:  if (i) a  phase of 
increase is necessarily followed by a  phase of decrease;  and if so, 
whether (ii) the maximum  attained by the secondary share is more  or less 
the  same  in all regions. v. 
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SECONDARY  EMPLOYMENT 
National  share,  extreme  regional shares and standard deviations 
Beginning of lst period  End  of lst period  End  of 2nd  period  i 
National  Extreme  National  Extreme  National  Extreme  ' 
share  shares  c  share  shares  0  share  shares  6 
GermalJ.!  (  FR l 
1950/61//62/68  44.7  59.7-21.8  8.51  48.7//49.0  60.3-28.1//  7.50//  47·9  58.0-31.5  6.86 
61.9-26.9  7.65  I 
~ 
1954/62/68  37 .o  55.8-20.6  10.44  39.6  54·3-22.7  9·52  40.5  51.8-27.7  7.64  ~ 
I 
Italy 
I 
1951/61/68  29.5  ;o.  7-13.7  9.74  37 ·4  57.2-20.7  9.22  40.8  59.2-27.4  8.35  I 
Bel:gium 
1947/61/69  49.0  61.1-28.7  8.85  47.7  54·3-33.1  7.06  43.4  51.2-32.5  7.27 
Netherlands 
1950/60/65  39.6  50.2-28.2  6.81  41.0  53.6-34·4  6.71  41.9  53.6-37.9  5.87  I - 80-
Data are only available for three specific dates for the purposes of this 
analysis,and so it is obviously difficult to answer these questions. 
As  regards the first question,  the figures  show  that  in 56  regions the 
secondary share increased in both periods. 
The  initial percentage of the secondary sector was  admittedly fairly 
low  - less  than 30% - in half these regions  1  but it was  more  than 40%  in 11  of 
them.1  In the extreme  case of Lombardia1  it was  even more  than 50%  towards 
19501  and increased to  59.2% by the end of the period. 
In view  of these figures,  it seems  difficult to predict the  subsequent 
trend and,  in particular,  the decline of the secondary sector in the various 
regions. 
As  regards the second question,2  the peak can be  discerned in 30  regions 
where  the phase of increase  in the first period was  followed by a  phase of 
decline in the second period. 
61.9 and 33.1%. 
It varies widely,  the extreme  figures being 
The  following conclusions  can be  drawn  from  the above  comments: 
(i)  The  maximum  share of the secondary sector can be as  high ao 
60%,  but it rarely attains such a  high figure; 
(ii)  The  percentage share is around  50%  in most  regions; 
(iii)  A decline  can already set in at  38%  or thereabouts. 
~amely, Lomba.rdia  - Nordwiirttemberg  - Noordbrabant  - Overijssel - Darmstadt  -
Siidwii.rttemberg - Franche  Comte  - Wiesbaden  - Schwaben  - Gelderland and Piemonte. 
2The  maximum  cannot  be  identified in 14 regions, where  the secondary share 
declined in both the periods of reference. - 81-
(b)  Geographical analysis 
What  was  the geographical  impact  of these structural changes? 
The  enclosed maps  3  and 4 show  the very substantial increase of the 
secondary sector in the regions of the  Community  during the periods of 
reference.  But  if we  refer to the 7 categories of percentages used in the 
maps,  we  find that  38  regions did not  move  to a  higher category between 
1950 and 1968. 
These  maps  also show  that around 1950 most  regions with a  large 
secondary share were  in three geographical areas:  the first stretched 
from  Northern France to Braunschweig,  across the Benelux:  countries and the 
Ruhr;  the  secorid  joined  Lorraine to Unterfranken;  the third was 
Lombardi a.  Changes  in the secondary share between 1950 and 1968  transformed 
these three areas into a  broad belt,  centred particularly on  the Rhine, 
joining Northern France to Lombardia. J 
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C.  TERTIARY  EMPLOYMENT 
I.  General  survey at  national  and  Community level 
1.  Trends  in absolute  terms 
German;z:  (FR) 
1950161//62/68 
France 
1954162168 
Ital;z: 
1951161168 
Belsium 
1947/61/69 
Netherlands 
1950/60/65  (a) 
1947/60  (b) 
Luxembours 
1947/60/66 
Tertiary employment  is most  commonly  defined as  covering 
the  following  branches  of activity:  transport  and  telecommunica-
tions,  insurance  and  banks,  tourism  and administration, 
miscellaneous services.  National  definitions vary,  especially 
in France  where  persons  employed  in  the  water,  gas  and 
electricity services are  deducted  from  tertiary  employment 
so  as  to  improve  compa.rabili ty.  As  in  the  previous 
chapters,  the  Dutch  figures are  those  of labour input. 
Table  17  gives  the  number  of tertiary  jobs at  the 
three  dates  of  reference  in each  of  the  six Member  States. 
Table 17 
Number  of  tertiary  jobs 
Beginning of I  End ·of 1st period,  I  End  of  I  La test  figures 
1~t period  beginning  2nd  period  2nd  period  available 
7  787  700  10 040  500 II  10  828  200  1U  851  000 
10  164  8oo  ( 1969) 
6  682  700  7  577  100  8  742  500 
5  249  900  6  577  400  7  210  200  7  078  000 
(1969) 
1  298  600  1  509  700  1  762  500 
1  696  000  2  002  000  2  230  000  2  424  000 
'I  756  500  1  959  400  - ( 1969) 
46  Suo  52  500  57  400 
a  Arbeidsvolume  (labour input). 
b  Employed  persons at census dates. -83-
The  table  shows  that  the  number  of tertiary  jobs increased in both 
periods  in all the  l1ember  States. 
'rhere  are  no  Community  statistics for  the  six countries as a  whole 
for  the  three given dates.  Once  again,  it is only possible  to assess 
the  overall trend,  by  addi.ng  together  the  aforementioned national data. 
On  this basis,  the  number  of persons holding tertiary  jobs  towards  1950 
can  be  put at close  on  23  million.  The  comparable  number  was  close  on 
28  million  around  1:,)60,  and  more  than  30 million  in  '1968.  The  latter 
estimate  d,oes  not  differ appreciably  from  the  29.5 million given  for 
1968  by  the  OSCB  Community  labour  force  survey. 
2.  The  tertiary sector in total employment 
Table  18  below  gives  the  percentage  shBre  of  the  tertiary sector 
in  the  total employment  of  each Member  State,  at  the  dates  of reference. 
Table  18 
Share  of tertiary sector in total employment 
Beginning ofl  End  of 1st period,  I  End  of  I  Latest  figures 
1st period  Beginning  of  2nd  period  2nd  period  available 
(FR)  German;£ 
1950/61//62/68  33.2  37.8//38.7  41.9  41.5 
( 1969) 
France 
1954/62/68  35.5  39.8  43.8 
Italy 
1951/61/68  26.6  32.2  3'( .j  37.0 
( 1969) 
Bele;ium 
1947/61/69  38.4  44.8  50.5 
Netherlands 
1950/60/65  45.0  47.9  49.5  52.4 
(1969) 
Luxembours 
1947/60/66  34.6  40.9  43.9 
Communi t;£ 
1  32.8  I  37-7 
' 
42.1 
-
1calculated  from  the  national data  used  in this study.  In 1968,  tertiary  employment 
accounted  for  42.0%  of  the  Community  labour  force  according to  Community  statistics. 
According  to  the  employment  figures  used  in national accounts  (non-harmonized  and 
non-regionalized statistics), it accounted  for  43.2%  of total Community  employment 
in  1968  and  43.3%  in 1969, -84-
The  table  reveals  the  major structural differences  between  the 
Member  States,  in particular at  the  beginning of the  period.  The  share 
of  the  tertiary sector in the  Netherlands  was,  in fact,  more  than  twice 
that in Italy. 
These  differences have  become  less marked but are still considerable.  Around 
1968,  the tertiary sec-cor was  considerably more  J.mportant  in Belgium and the 
Netherlands but remained relatively small in Italy. 
II.  Regional  trends 
1.  Rates  of change  in tertiary employment 
The  annexed  Tables E/II and  E/IV  give,  for  the  three  reference 
dates,  the  number  of tertiary  jobs and  the  rates  of  change  during  the 
two  periods  of reference. 
To  enable  identification of the  major  trends,  these  figures  have 
been  condensed in Tables  19  and  20  to  the  following  indicators:  average 
national rates of  change,  extreme  regional rates of  change  and  standard 
deviations  (6"). 
Table  19 
Average  annual percentage  change 
I  Years  I 
Average  I 
Extreme  I  0  national  change  regional  changes 
!st llerJ.oa 
Germany  (FR)*  1950-61  2.33  3-92  i  0.36  1.005 
France  1954-62  1.58  2.40  I  0.84  0.390 
I 
Italy  1951-61  2.28  3.60  I  1.34  0.516 
Belgium  1947-61  1.08  3.02  I  0.57  0,740 
Netherlands  1950-60  1.67  2.01  I  0.30  0.580 
Luxembourg  1947-60  0.89 
I  - - - I 
*Excluding Berlin  (West) - 85-
Table 20 
Years  Average  Extreme  regional 
national  change  changes 
~<1 2erJ.od 
Germany  (FR)  1962-68  1.06  4.45  -2.32  1.564 
France  1962-68  2.4'1  3.39  1.78  0.436 
Italy  1961-68  1 .32  3.66  -0.11  0.853 
Belgium  1961-69  1.  95  3.49  1.04  0.883 
Netherlands  1960-65  2.18  3.43  1.50  0.701 
Luxembourg  1960-66  1.50  - - -
These  tables  show,  firstly,  that tertiary employment  increased 
in absolute  terms  in each Member  State and  in both periods.  The 
percentage  changes  also  varied fairly considerably.  In general, 
the  countries  which  had  a  large  percentage  change  in the first 
period recorded a  smaller  change  in the  second period,  and vice  versa. 
At  regional level,  tertiar,y employment  increased everywhere 
except  in a  few  regions  in the  second period. 
The  following  are  the  exceptions  to this general rule: 
Liguria in Italy and  nineregions in the Federal Republic of Germany:  Hamburg, 
Aurich, Oldenburg,  Koln,  Kassel,  Trier, Montabaur,  Niederbayern and Berlin  (West). 
The  decline in the regions in the Federal Republic of Germany may 
again be attributable to errors arising from  the small percentage sample  used. 
But  this does  not  seem  to be a  convincing explanation for the three regions of 
Hamburg,  Koln  and Berlin  (West),  where  the tertiar,y labour force is of the 
order of 500  000.  The  data of the 1969  microcensus  reveal a  further 
decline in tertiar,y employment  in these three regions. -86-
No  conclusions  emerge  from  an examination of  the  very  extreme 
regional rates of  change  (4.45 and  -2.32).  As  regards  the standard 
deviation,  the  scattering of rates of change  around national averages 
broadened  considerably in the  second period. 
2.  Correlations between  trends  in the  tertiary and  secondary  sectors 
The  question arises as  to  what,  on  the  basis  of available data, 
are  the  correlations  between  trends  in  secondary and  tertiary 
employment.  In particular,  there is the  question of whether,  in the 
territorial and  chronological  framework  adopted,  the  rule is confirmed 
that  the  creation of a  certain number  of industrial  jobs leads to  the 
creation of a  given  number  of  tertiary  jobs. 
To  study this question,  the  ratio between  changes  in the  number 
of tertiary  jobs and  secondary  jobs  (~III)  was  calculated at the  level 
Llii  of  the  Member  States and  the  regions,  for  the  two  periods of 
reference. 
1.  A  preliminary general picture  can  be  obtained  from  Table  21, 
which  gives  the  aforementioned correlation for  both periods  and  each 
Member  State. 
Table 21 
Ratio  between  changes in tertiary and  secondary  employment 
1st period  2nd  period 
Ratio AIII  Changes  in  Ratio lHII  Changes  in 
E'fi  absolute  terms  Llii  absolute  terms 
Germany  (FR)  0.94  +  2  252  800  - 1.39  +  663  400 
1950-61//62-68  +  2  394  300  - 477  200 
France  1.56  +  894  400  2.14  +  1  165  400 
1954/62/68  +  571  900  545  200 
Italy  0.72  +  1  327  500  2.59  +  6~2 800 
1951/61/68  1  843  000  +  244  000 
Belgium  - 4.01  +  211  100  - 2.81  +  252  8oo 
1947/61/69  - 52  700  - 90  000 
Neth~r~nds  1.23  +  270  000  1.41  +  242  000 
1950  60  65  +  220  000  172  000 
Luxembourg  1  68  +  5  700  2.45  +  4  900 
1.947/60/66  +  3  400  +  2  000 -87-
The  table  shows  that at  national level: 
(i)  The  ratio varies very appreciably  from  one  country to another.  It 
tends to  be  larger in three  of  the  Member  States - France,  Belgium  and 
Luxembourg.  As  against this,  in the Federal Republic of Germany  and Italy 
the  number  of secondary  jobs increased even more  than that of tertiary jobs 
in the first period of reference. 
(ii)  In the  course  of time,  in all Member  States,  the  creation of new 
non-agricultural  jobs has  been  increasingly in the  tertiary sector. 
2.  At  the  level of  the  100  basic regions,  it seems  worth  considering 
the  value of the  ~III ratio in each  of  the  three  groups of regions  -
agricultural,  sem1!lndustrialized and  industrialized - used  in the 
Memorandum  on  Regional Policy in the  Community. 
(a)  Agricultural regions 
In both periods,  trends  varied greatly,  especially between  regions 
1  in France and  Italy 
In the  first period tertiary  jobs increased markedly  more  than 
secondary  jobs  in most  French regions,  while  the  opposite  trend 
prevailed in the  Italian regions;  the  weighted average  values  of  the ll.:UI  .m- ratio were  2.47  and  0.93  for  the  13 French and  12  Italian regions 
respectively. 
In the  second period,  however,  the ratio in  the  Italian regions 
was  2.85,  higher  than that of the  French  regions  (1.20).  This 
substantiates,  furthermore,  the  increasing importance  of the  tertiary 
sector in these  two  countries. 
1 
The  v.ery  small  number  of agricultural regions in the  other countries 
is not  representative  enough  for an  analysis. -88-
In France,  it was,  above  all,  the  regions in the  West
1 
-where 
the ~III ratio was  the  largest in the first period  - which  had  a  very small 
rati ~oiiJ..n  th  d  .  d  e  secon  per1o  • 
This  handful of overall  data  - in particular the  French  figures  -
suggests  that  when  the  secondary sector remains  weak  the  tertiary sector 
can  take  over in  the  regional  growth  process and provide  an  outlet  by 
absorbing a  large  number  of new  jobs.  The  Italian figures  for  the 
first period also  seem. to  indicate  that migration  can  reduce  this role 
of the  tertiary sector to  some  extent. 
(b)  Semi-industrialized regions 
In  the  first period of reference,  20  of the  33  semi-industrialized 
regions had  a  ~III ratio of between 0  and  1.  This  means  that  most 
regions  in  thi~
1 ~roup extended their secondary sector. 
In the  second period,  however,  it was  tertiary employment  which 
increased in 28  semi-industrialized regions  while  secondary  employment 
remained static or even  declined. 
On  the  basis of  these  data,  it is impossible  to  evaluate  how  far 
the  increase  of tertiary employment  in  the  second period is attributable 
to  the  industrial development  of  the  first period  or  how  far it reflects 
a  self-sustaining growth  trend. 
(c)  Industrialized regions 
In the  first period,  22  or  the  36  semi-industrialized regions had  a 
~III ratio of more  than  1  and  thus increased the  tertiary  sector's share. 
EI'I 
These  trends  gathered  momentum  in the  second period,  when  secondary 
employment  increased more  than tertiary employment  in only  three  regions  -
Bremen,  Aachen  and  Wiesbaden. 
1Bretagne,  Basse-Normandie,  Pays  de  la Loire,  roitou-Charentes  and 
Central France. - 89-
In view of the relative stability or even  decline  of 'secondary 
employment,  it must  be  concluded  that  the  tertiary sector maintained 
self-sustaining growth  in  these  regions. 
3~  Trends  in the  shar.e  of the  tertiary sector in total employment 
(a)  Statistical analysis 
The  annexed  Tables E/II and E/III give  the  number  of persons 
employed  in  the  tertiary sector and  the latter's share  in total employment, 
in each  region. 
These  tables  show  thFtt  in both  the  periods under  review,  the  share 
of tertiary employment  increased in all the  regions  except  five  inthe 
Federal  Republic of Germany  (Trier,  Aurich,  Aachen,  Bremen,  Montabaur)  where it 
declined in the second period.  Once  again, the decline in these five. regions may 
be attributable to the statistical weaknesses which have  already been 
mentioned. 
This  increase in the  tertiary sector's share is not,  however, 
surprising since,  as  stated in the  "Secondary Employment"  chapter,  the 
general  decline  of the agricultural share  necessarily increased  the 
share  of the  secondary and  tertiary activities. 
Table  22  below  which  summarizes  regional shares of the tertiary 
sector by  using  the  familiar  indicators,  shows  that  the  margin  of 
deviation  from  the  national share  declined slightly in  the  period as 
a  whole.  This  decline,  which  was  relatively marked  in France  and  the 
Federal Republic of Germany,  points to some  tendency for the tertiary share 
to approach a  uniform figure  (see graph  (e)  and (f)). 
Table  23  gives,  for  the  Community  and  each Member  State,  the 
distribution  of regions as  a  function  of their share  of tertiary employment 
at the  various  dates  of reference.  As  might  have  been  expected,  given 
the  aforementioned  trends,  the  general increase  in tertiary employment 
reduced  the  number  of regions  with a  very small tertiary share  and 
increased that  of  the  regions  with  a  very high  tertiary share.  Towards 
1968,  tertiary activities accounted  for  more  than half of total 
employment  in 14 regions. 
(b)  Geographical analysis 
The  following  maps(5)  and(6)  give  the  categories of regions as a 
function  of their share  of tertiary employment.  The  maps  show  that in 
each Member  State a  small number  of regions have  a  markedly higher 
percentage  of tertiary employment  than  the  other regions. 60  •t. 
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Table  22 
National share,  extreme  regional shares and  standard deviation 
Beginning of 1st period  End  of 1st  Beginning of  End  of 2nd  period  period  2nd  period 
National  Extreme  0  ]lational  :Sxtreme  National  Extreme  share  shares  share  shares  t;  share  shares 
Germany(FR) 
1950/61//62/68  33.2  56.4-20.3  8.31  37.8//38.7  59.8-25.0//  7-70//  41.9  61.4-28.0 
59.8-27.6  7-76 
France 
1954/62/68  35-5  51.8-24.2  6.82  39.8  53.2-29.7  5-93  43.8  56.2-33.6 
Italy 
1951/61/68  26.6  43.0-12.6  7.87  32.2  45.7-17.3  7.86  37-3  55-5-25.4 
Belgium 
1947/60/69  38..4  49.8-28.3  6.93  44.8  56.0-37.0  6.16  50.5  61.3-41.1 
Netherlands 
1950/60/65  45.0  52.3-30.0  8.11  47.9  55.0-32.9  8.34  49.5  56.4-35-5 
Q 
7-45 
5.66 
7.66 
6.81 
7-73 
I 
-.::> 
Q 
I Germany  (FR) 
France 
Italy 
Belgium 
Netherlands 
Luxer.1bourg 
EEC  1947/51 
1960/62 
1965/69 
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Table  23 
Changes  in  the  distribution of  regions according to 
tertiary employment as  a  % of total employment 
Year  60%  I  50%  40  30  20% 
I 
1950 
i 
3  2  15  18 
1961  3  5  25  5 
1968  I  1  2  13  21  1 
1954  1  1  11  8 
1962  2  2  16  1 
1968  2  5  14 
1951  2  2  10 
1961  2  10  6 
1968  2  4  11  2 
1947  3  5  1 
1961  1  4  4 
1969  1  3  5 
1950  2  3  6 
1960  3  4  4 
1965  3  4  4 
1947  1 
1960  1 
1966  1 
6  11  40  37 
9  18  60  11 
2  12  34  46  5 
10%  0% 
5 
1 
5 
1 - 92-
These  regions are  listed. below: 
Germany (FR):  Hamburg,  Bremen  and  Berlin (West) 
France:  Paris region  and  Provence-Cote  d'Azur 
Italy:  Liguria and  Lazio 
Belgium:  Brauant,  Antwerp  and  Namur 
Netherlands:  Utrecht,  Noord-and  Zuid-Holland 
Table  2~·  below  shows  the  difference  between  the  tertiary share  of this 
group  of regions and  the  other regions.1 
Table  24 
Share  of  the  tertiary sector in total employment 
Group  of  regions  Group  of other  Difference  in points  Basic  regions  with  high  tertiary  regions, 
minimum  share  maximum  share  between  two  groups 
Situation at 
the  beginning 
of  the  1st 
period 
Germany(FR)  52.5  40.6  11.9 
France  4ll.5  .5&.9  9.6 
Italy  41.2  )3.6  7.6 
Belgium  40.7  36.4  4.3 
Netherlands  49.2  42.7  6.5 
SituC~tion at 
the  end  of 
the  2nd  pt:.ricd 
Gerr:1any  (FR)  55.1  4<;;.6  5.5 
France  54.2  45.4  8.7 
Italy  52.j  41t.4  7.9 
Belgium  50.8  50.4  o.4 
Netherlands  54.2  46.6  7.6 
It may  be  noted  that,  on  the  basis  of  the  regions  recorded at  the  beginning 
of  the  first pericd,  the  gap  decreased  considerably  in Belgium  during  the 
second  period  - mainly  because  the  Antwerp  region  did  not  grow  so  much  as 
the  other regions  with  a  large  tertiary sector.  If it had  not  been  incl.uded 
in  the  group,  the  extremes at  the  end  of  the  second  period  would  have  been 
58.1  and  50.8,  giving a  difference  of 7.3 points. -~-
If we  look at  the  two  maps  together,  we  also  see  that  there is some 
tendency for  regions  with  the  same  tertiary share  to  be  concentrated in  the 
same  area. 
There  are  two  large areas  with a  small  tertiary sector,  one  in the 
Centre  and  South  Italy facing  the  Adriatic Sea,  the  second  in the  Southern 
region of the  Federal Republic  of Germany,  covering  the  regions of Bavaria 
and  Baden-Wurttemberg.  As  against this,  regions  with  a  relatively large 
tertiary sector are  concentrated in  three  areas  - one  along  the  Mediterranean, 
the  second  centred in  the  Northern region of the Federal  Republic  of Germany 
around  Hamburg  and  Bremen,  the  third at  the heart of the  main  North-West 
region of Europe. German;y: (FR) 
1951-61/  I 
1962-68 
France 
1954-62-68 
Italy 
1951-61-68 
Bele;ium 
1947-61-69 
Netherlands 
1950-60-65 
Luxemboure; 
1947-60-66 
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D.  TOTAL  EM-'LOYhBNT 
I.  General  survey at  national and  Community  level 
Table  25  illustrates the  trend of total employment 
in each Hember  State.  The  rates of  change,  in particular, 
highlight  the  very different characteristic national 
trends  in each period. 
Labour 
Table  25 
Trend of total national employment 
( •OOO) 
Rate  of  Rate  of 
force  change  Labour  force  change,  Labour  force 
Latest 
figures 
around  1950  1st  around  1960  2nd  around  1968  available 
period  period 
23  488.9  1.11%  26  527.1//  - 0.26%  25  869.5 
26  271.0 
1b 847.3  0.13%  '19  055.5  +  0.78%  19  961.9 
19  692.9  0.37%  20  430.4  - 0.77%  19  347.2 
3  382.3  - 0.04%  3  369.3  +  0.44%  3  489.7 
3  773.0  + 1.03%  4  182.0  +  1.50%  4  505.0 
134.8  - 0.37%  128.5  +  0.28%  130.7 
An  especially striking fact is the  decline  in the 
total number  of  jobs  in Italy between  the  beginning 
and  end  of  the  periods  of reference.  On  the  other hand, 
the  decline  in Germany  in the  1962-68  period has  been 
offset  to  some  extent,  according to  the  latest  figures 
available. 
26  343 
(19'70) 
19  149 
(1969) 
4  625 
(1969) 
It should be  said,  however,  that  the  employment  figure  for  1970 reflects  the  boom 
conditions in Germany (FR) and  :Is  aJso attributable  to a  heavy  influx of  foreign  labour. - 95-
In France  and  the  Netherlands,  national  employment  increased steadily 
in  both  periods. 
An  overall estimate  based  on  national  data  shows  that total employment 
in  the  Community  as  a  whole  increased  from  69  to  73  million in the  first 
decade, and  remained at  this  level in  the  second period. 
The  above-mentioned  trend  can  be  looked at  from  two  points  of view 
i.e.  changes  in  the  number  of persons  of working  age  and  changes  in  the 
rate  of activity. 
Table  26  below  shows  that  the  number  of persons of working  age  grew 
steadily,  though  the  rates differed  quite  considerably  from  country  to 
country and  from  one  period to  the  other. 
In  the  second  period,  the  labour  force  increased sharply in the 
Netherlands  and  in France,  but  at a  particularly low  rate in Belgium  and 
above  all in Italy. 
Table  26 
Population aged  from  15  to 64  inclusive 
As  at 
Percentage  ll.s  at  Percentage  As  at  _;,1  December  31  December  Yl  December 
1950  change  1960  change  1969 
Germany  O'R)  34  1871 
+  0.61  36  257  +  0.83  39  057 
France  2'1  6oo  +  0.28  ~8 391  +  1.16  31  507 
Italy  30  851  +  0.79  33  391  +  0.23  34  0252 
Belgium  5  876  +  0.05  5  906  +  0.34  6  088 
Netherlands  6  408  +  0.85  7  045  +  1.56  8  098 
Luxembourg  206  +  0.37  213.7  +  0,40  221.5 
As  at  13  September 1950- except Saar and  Berlin (West),  where  estimates 
are  for  31  December  1950. 
2 
Early 1969. -96-
The  activity rates  were  calculated on  the  basis of the  number  of  persons 
of  working age. 
Table  27  below  shows  that  the  rate declined  in all the  Member  States, 
particularly in the  second  period  in  the Federal Republic  of Germany  and  Italy. 
Table  27 
Activity rate 
Towards  1950  Towards  1960  Towards  1969 
Germany  (FR) 
1950/61/69  68.7  73.1  67.4 
~ 
1954/62/68  68.0  66.4  64.5 
Italy 
1951/61/69  63.8  61.1  56.2 
Belgium 
1947/61/69  57.8  57.3  57.4 
Netherlands 
1950/60/69  5,8.9  59.4  57.1 
ILuxembour~~: 
1947/60/66  - 60.1  59.4 
It should here  be  pointed out  that  the  trend  can  be  substantially different 
if narrower  definitions of  employment  are  used. 
This .is particularly so  in  Italy,  if we  compare  the  trend of  the  total 
number  of  persons  employed  (occupati in totale),  number  of persons in permanent 
employment  (occupati  permanenti)  or  permanently  employed  wage-earners  and 
marginal  workers.1 
1Figures given in the  "Occupazione"  series compiled  by  !STAT. - 96a-
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The  preceding Graph  (g)  shows  that  the  decline  in  the  total  number  of 
persons  employed  was  due  in large measure  to  the  very substantial decrease  in 
the  number  of marginal  workers,  which fell  by more  than  2  600  000  in  18  years. 
In  contrast,  the  number  of permanently employed  persons  showed  a  markedly 
rising  trend,  and  rose  some  2  million in  the  period of reference.  Finally,  the 
number  of wage-earning  jobs  increased  even  more  - by  approximately 3  500  000. 
II.  Regional  trends 
The  annexed  Tables E/I  and  E/IV give,  at  each of  the  three  dates of 
reference,  the  total  number  of persons  employed  in each  basic  region  and  the 
average  annual  percentage  change.  The  latest data have  been  added  wherever 
possible. 
Table  28  below gives  the  usual  indicators  - average  national rates of 
change,  extreme  regional rates of  changes  and  standard  deviations.  As  at 
national level,  these rates are  only average  values  between the  dates of 
reference  and  therefore  cannot  be  used  to  indicate annual  changes or trends 
in the  most  recent  years. Breakdown,  by  region and  economic  sector, 
of  the working  population  in the Community countries in 1968 
-
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Table  28 
Average  annual  rates of  change  in the  number  of 
persons  employed 
' 
Years  National  Extreme  regional 
average  averages 
1950-61  +1.11  +2.73  -1.56 
1954-62  +0.13  +1.43  -1.48 
1951-61  +0.37  +1.40  -1.32 
1947-61  -o.o4  +1.07  -1.23 
1950-60  +1.03  +1.52  -1.11 
1947-60  -0.37  - -
1962-68  -0.26  +2.77  -1.85 
1962-68  +0.78  +2.06  -0.55 
1961-68  -0.77  +0.10  -2.99 
1961-69  +0.44  +1.78  -0.45 
1960-65  +1.50  +2.32  +0.60 
1960-66  +0.28  - -
0 
1.048 
0.695 
0.731 
0.716 
0.751 
0.879 
0.570 
0.818 
0.761 
0.457 
This  table,  and  the latest data available,  show  that trends  were  no  more 
different at  regional  than at  national level.  The  rates of  change  in 
employment  varied  very  widely  between  extremes of 2.73  and  -1.56%  in the  first 
period and  2.77 and  -2.99 in  the  second period. 
An  examination of regional  rates of  change  on  a  national basis also  shows 
that,  with  the  exception of  the Netherlands,  the  trends in the first and  second 
periods were  appreciably different.  In France,  total employment  declined in  13 
of  the  21  regions  in the first period and  in only one region - Limousin  - in the 
second  period. The  opposite  trend  prevailed in Italy,  with  the  number  of regions  where 
employment  declined increasing  from  10  to  19, 
Of  the  28  regions  in  the  Federal  Republic  of Germany  where  the  number  of 
persons  employed  increased  in  the  first period,  18  recorded  a  decline  or  no 
change  in the  second  period,  As  against  this,  of  the  10  where  there  was  a 
decline  in  the  first period,  4  recorded  an  increase in employment  in  the  second 
period. 1 
The  absence of  data for  the  three  dates of reference at  the level of  the 
100  regions,  precluded  an  analysis of  the  trend of regional  employment  in respect 
of population of  working  age  and  changes  in activity rates. 
But  this  trend  can  be  studied in  terms  of shifts between sectors. 
In  the  first period,  the  decline  in  the  number  of agricultural  jobs  was 
more  than  offset in 60  of  the  100  Community  regions.  The  net  compensation  in 
absolute  terms  varied  very  widely.  The  highest  compensation  indicators are 
generally  found  in  the  regions  in  which,  originally,  agriculture accounted  for 
only a  particularly small  share of  unemployment,  but  these  two  variables  were 
not  closely linked, 
As  regards  the other regions,  where  compensation  was  only partial,  the 
coefficient of compensation  was  nevertheless  high  - more  than 0.5  in nearly all 
cases. 
Only 3  regions  had  a  negative  coefficient of  compensation. 
1These  figures  are  based  on  the regional  data for  1968.  The  marked  increase in 
national  employment  in  1970  will  certainly change  the  findings  for  1968, - 100-
The  regional indicators varied  much  more  sharply in the  second  period. 
They  reveal over-compensation in 49  regions  (relatively small)  partial 
compensation  in  26  regions,  and  negative  compensation in  18  regions.  In  the 
latter group of regions,  the  total reduction in the  number  of persons  employed 
was  relatively small  and  resulted  from  a  reduction in both agric.ul  tural 
employment  and  employment  in the other sectors. 
Taking  the  two  periods  together,  the  number  of  persons  employed  declined 
in 45  of  the  100  Community  regions. 
These  45  include  16  of the  20  Italian regions,  9  of  the  21  French regions, 
5  of  the  9  Belgian provinces  and  the Grand  Duchy of Luxembourg.  The  latest 
available  figures  may  lead  to  a  change  in the  respective  number  of  14 
regions  in  the  Federal  Republic  of Germany. 
The  45  regions  comprise: 
(i) Firstly,  31  regions  where  the  increase in  the  number  of non-agricultural 
jobs  did  not offset  the  decrease  in agricultural  jobs;  these  regions are 
found  principally in  three  main outlying areas of  the  Community: 
in Western  France  (8 regions) 
in Southern  and  Eastern Italy (14  regions) 
in the Northern  and  Eastern parts of  the  r'ederal Republic 
of Germany  (5  regions). 
A fourth group  - the  Grand  Duchy  of Luxembourg,  Belgian Luxembourg, 
Trier and  ~~lenz- is located at  the  geographical  centre of  the  Community 
but  away  from  the  main  industrial and  commercial  centres. 
(ii)  Secondly,  14  regions  where  a  reduction in secondary and/or  tertiary 
employment  accompanied  a  decline  in  the agricultural sector. - 101-
Most  of  these  14  regions are  ~n two  geographical areas 
(i)  One  in  the  Northern  and  Eastern parts of  the  Federal Republic  of Germany, 
which  completes  the  main  German  area mentioned  above 
(ii)  On  the  coalfields of Northern  France  and  Southern  Belgium. 
If we  look at  the 55  regions  where  there  were  more  persons  employed at 
the  end  of  the  period of analysis  than at  the  beginning,  we  find  that in 36  an 
increase in  the  number  of persons  employed  in secondary and  tertiary activities 
offset  the  decline in the primary sector,  while  in  17  regions  the  higher level 
of total employment is mainly attributable  to  developments  in the  tertiary 
sector. - 102-
E.  THE  SHARE  OF  THE  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREAS  IN  TOTAL 
COMMUNITY  EMPLOYMENT  AND  THE  COEFFICIENT  OF  LOCATION 
The  previous chapters have· shown  the  trend of  employment  by  periods  and 
by countries.  The  question  now  arises as  to  whether,  following  these often 
conflicting movements,  fundamental  changes  have  occurred in  the  distribution 
of total  employment  or  employment  in  the  various  sectors. 
To  answer  this question,  changes  in the  regional  share  and  in the 
corresponding  coefficients of location are studied  below. 
Although  the  available national statistics are  not  perfectly comparable, 
the  differences  do  not  seem  to  be  large  enough  to  preclude  such  an  analysis. 
To  reduce  the  margins  of error resulting  from  sub-division into very 
small areas,  only the  main  geographical areas of  the  Community  are  considered. 
I.  Changes  in  the distribution of total  employment 
The  annexed  Table  E  V gives  the  distribution of total Community  employment 
at· the  three  dates  of reference  between  the  20  main  geographical  areas. 
The  table  shows  that  some  main  geographical  areas have  appreciably 
increased  their share  of  Community  employment.  Between  the  three  dates of 
reference,  the  greatest  increases  were  in: 
(a)  the Paris  region  from 5.16  to  5.44 to  5.83 
(b)  the  Eastern part of  the Netherlands  from  0.98  to  0.99  to  1.08 
(c)  the  Western  part of  the Netherlands  from  2.50  to  2.63  to  2.88 
(d)  the  Southern  part of  the Netherlands  from  1.17 to  1.35  to  1.36 
(e)  the  Western part of the Federal  Republic 
of Germany  from  8.29  to  9.72  to  9.33 - 103-
As  against  this,  the  following  main  areas  saw  a  decline  in  their 
percentage  share of  Community  employment: 
(i)  Berlin  (West)  from  1, 45  to  1,44  to  1.32 
(ii)  Western  France  from  10,62  to  9.48  to  9.78 
(ili)  North-Eastern  Italy 
(iv)  Central  Italy 
(v)  Southern  Italy 
(vi)  Walloon  region 
Given  the  geographi.callocation 
(see  following  table)  that  the  main 
from  5.84  to  5.53  to  5.31 
from  5.50  to  5.41  to  4.98 
from  9.36  to  8.64  to  8.22 
from  1. 71  to  1.44  to  1.50 
of  these  areas,  it is not  surprising 
area in  the  North-Western regions of  the 
Community1  increased its share  of total  Community  employment  at  the  expense 
of  the  peripheral  regions. 
Table  29 
Share  of  total  Community  employment 
Towards  1950  Towards  1960  Towards  1968 
North-Western  reg:j_ons 
of  the  Community 
(a)  1st  definition  17.70  19.11  19.33 
(b)  2nd  definition  27.17  29.37  29.47 
Peripheral  regions  22.31  20.10  19.86 
1
As  according  to  the  definitions adopted  in  the  chapter  on  population,  p.  35. - 104-
II.  Changes  in  the  distribution of  employment  in the  primary sector 
The  annexed  Table  E  VI  gives  the  percentage  shares of  the  20  main 
geographical areas in  Community agricultural  employment,  at  the  three reference 
dates. 
The  table reveals  a  marked  increase in  the  percentage  shares of  the 
following  main  areas: 
Western  France,  from  16.69  to  19~04 
Eastern France,  from  8.73  to  9.84 
Southern  Italy,  from  18.33  to  19.01 
the  four  Dutch  regions,  from  2.90  to  3.65  (all four  areas  taken 
together). 
The  percentage  share of  four  areas  declined appreciably: 
Central Germany,  from  5.31  to  4.57 
North-.. estern  Italy,  from  6.66  to  5,91 
North-Eastern  Italy,  from  9.64  to  8.43 
Central  Italy,  from  8.42  to  6.54. 
Finally,  Table  30  below  shows  that  the  North-Western  parts of Europe, 1 
whichever  definition is used,  had  a  virtually unchanged  share at  the  end of 
the  two  decades.  As  against  this,  the  peripheral  regions  as  a  group1  increased 
their share of  Community  agricultural employment. 
Table  30 
Shares of Community  agricultural  employment 
Towards  1950  Towards  1960  Towards  1968 
North-Western  Europe 
(a)  1st definition  7.04  8.28  7.12 
(b)  2nd  definition  14.00  15.05  13.40 
Peripheral  regions  35.19  35.82  37.64 
1As  according  to  the  definitions  adopted  in  the  chapter on  population,  p.  35. - 105-
These  changes in percentage shares of sectoral  employment  may,  of course, 
result  from  corresponding shifts in the distribution of total  employment. 
To  exclude  the  influence of such shifts,  the ratio  between  the  two 
variables  was  established.  The  resultant indicator1 
A  A 
E  I  E 
ILA  R  c 
T  T 
E 
R  Ec 
is,incidentally,  identical  with  the  coefficient of location. 
The  indicator shows2  that  the  coefficient of location,  too,  increased 
sharply in the  four  main  geo~al areas  which  expended  their share of 
agricultural  employment. 
Basing ourselves  on  the initial level,  however,  we  find  that  two  main 
areas stand out  very clearly from all the others,  in that  they further 
increased  what  had  already been  a  very large  coefficient of location.  These 
two  areas are  Western France,  whose  indicator rose  from  157  in 1950  to  195 
in 1968,  and  Southern Italy which  recorded  an increase  from  196  in  1950  to  231 
in 1968. 
The  coefficient increased  from  a  much  lower initial level in the  two 
main  areas of the Southern and  Western  parts of  the Netherlands. 
Reference  should  be  made  to  the  three  main  areas of the  Northern and 
Eastern parts of  the Netherlands  and  Southern  part of  the ]'ederal Hepublic  of 
Germany,  where  the  coefficient increased  from  an  initial figure  by  approximately 
100. 
1E  =  Employment,  A= Agriculture,  T 
I  =  Index,  L  =  Localization. 
2see  annexed  Table  E  VI. 
Total,  R  Regional,  C  Community, - 106-
III,  Changes  in the  distribution of'  employment  in the  secondary sector 
The  annexed  Table  E  VII  gives  the  percentage  shares of'  the  20  main 
geographical  areas in Community  secondary  employment,  at the  three  reference 
dates. 
The  table reveals  a  marked  increase in  the  percentage  shares  of'  four 
main  geographical areas: 
North-Eastern Italy,  from 3.99  to  4.91 
Central  Italy,  from 3.76  to  4.29 
Southern Italy,  from  4.93  to  5·83 
Southern part of'  the 
Netherlands  from  1.45  to  1.63. 
The  figures for  1968  also  reveal a  certain increase in the  shares  of'  the 
Central  and  Southern  regions  of'  the Federal  Republic  of'  Germany,  from 6.16  to 
6.36  and  from  12.66 to  13.23 respectively.  The  recent  trend is such  that a 
still bigger  increase is to  be  expected, 
Conversely,  the  percentage  share  of'  certain areas declined appreciably: 
Walloon  region  from  2.42  to  1.53 
Flemish region  from  2.99  to  2.59 
Brussels region  from 0.85  to  0.64 
Berlin  (West)  from  1.72  to  1.35 
Table  31  below  shows  that  the  North-Western  parts of'  Europe,  according 
to  both  definitions,  increased its share slightly.  That  of'  the  peripheral 
regions  only  just remained stable. 
Table  31 
Share  of'  Community  secondary  employment 
Towards  1950  Towards  1960  Towards  1968 
North-Western Europe 
(a)  1st definition  23.67  22.99  24.26 
(b).  2nd  definition  35.29  35.26  36.07 
Peripheral regions  16.11  15.00  16.08 - 107-
Three of the four main areas with the sharpest  increase in 
the share of secondary employment  also recorded a  very appreciable 
rise in their coefficient of location: 
North-Eastern Italy 
Central Italy 
Southern Italy 
from  68  to 92 
from  68  to 86 
from  53  to 71 
To  some  extent, these figures reflect the outcome  of the industrialization 
drive in Italy.  When  assessing them,  however,  it should be  remembered that 
this indicator was  very small at the outset. 
A similar trend was  found  in Western  France,  where  the coefficient of 
location rose  from  67  to 76. 
Conversely,  in the four main  geographical  areas whose  share declined, 
this indicator dropped - often dramatically - from  initial figures well 
above  the Community  average: 
Walloon  region  from  141  to 102 
Flemish region  from  127  to 107 
Brussels region  from  105  to  75 
Berlin  (West)  from  119  to 102 
There was  a  very marked  reduction in two  other regions with a  large 
coefficient: 
Western part.s of Germany  (FR) 
Paris region 
from  145  to 125 
from  119  to  98. 
These  various  changes  indicate that  in most  regions the  index of 
location in the secondary sector is approaching the  Community  average. 
The  maximum  difference between the extreme  figures was  92  points towards 
1950  and only 54  points towards 1968. 
1  See  Annex:  Table  E VII. - 108-
IV.  Changes  in the distribution of employment  in the tertiary sector 
The  annexed Table  E VIII gives the distribution of tertiary employment 
between the twenty main  geographical areas of the Community,  at the three 
reference dates. 
According to the table,  the  shares of the main  areas did not  change 
appreciably during the periods of reference.  At  the most,  the three main  areas of 
the Western,  Central and Southern regions of the Federal Republic of Germany 
increased their percentages  from  8.31 to 9.11,  5,33 to 5.78 and  9.72 to 10.62 
respectively.  These  increases were  virtually offset by a  decline in the shares 
of the Northern region of the Federal Republic of Germany  (8.54 to 7.89) and 
Berlin (West)  (2.31 to 1.72). 
In the last two  decades,  the percentage share of the peripheral regions 
declined slightly while  that of North-Western Europe  (either definition)  increased 
slightly as shown  in Table  32  below. 
Table  32 
Shares of Community  tertiary employment 
Towards  1950  Towards  1960  Towards  1968 
North-Western Europe 
(a) 1st definition  20.15  21.19  20.89 
(b)  2nd  definition  29.34  30.96  30.65 
Peripheral regions  18.16  17.34  17.84 
If we  calculate the coefficient of location,  we  find that, apart  from 
four highly urbanized areas with a  large coefficient  (Berlin  (West), 
the Paris region,  the Brussels region and the Western parts of the Netherlands), 
the limits to the variation of the main  areas were  relatively close at the outset 
(between 71  and 120),  The  variation around the Community  average narrowed 
gradually during the periods of reference from  85  to 117. 
The  share of the  four regions mentioned below did not  change  appreciably, 
but their coefficients of location for the tertiary sector dropped markedly: 
Paris region 
Brussels region 
Berlin  (West) 
158  to 134 
167  to 154 
159  to 130 
157  to 133 
1---
See  Annex: 
Western parts of the Netherlands 
Table  E  VI II, - 109-
Part  Three:  PRODUCT  AND  INCOME 
A.  GENERAL  REMARKS  =============== 
1.  Shortcomings of  the statistical material 
In  the  chapter  dealing with product  and  income  of the  Memorandum  on 
Regional Policy attention was  drawn  to  the  shortcomings of and,  in particular, 
to  the lack of uniformity in  the  statistical material  on  regional  characteristics 
available in  the  individual  Member  States.  Since  then  there bas  been little 
improvement  in statistical quality,  the  followirrg  analysis has  had  to  be  based 
on  the  same  statistical sources.  Each  section of this  chapter  deals  with one 
Member  State  and  mention  is made  in  each of  the  data  employed  and of the 
particular  problems  that obtain in respect of their comparability with other 
data. 
In view of the  importance  attached to  these  data as  especially suitable 
indicators for  describing  the  overall regional  situation,  we  shall, first of all, 
give  an  exact  definition of  what  the  data in question refer to  as  well as of  the 
quantitative extent of the  differences between  the  regional units  concerned. 
For  scime  time  now  the Statistical Office of  the  European  Communities  has 
been  preparing a  list of regional statistical characteristics and  a  system of 
regional  indicators  within  the  context of the  European  System of National 
Accounts. 
Since,  at  Community level,  the  unif?rmity of regional data is a  prerequisite 
for  any rational regional  policy,  the  importance  and  urgency of this  work  cannot 
be  underestimated. 
2.  The  different  concepts of product: 
In  the  various  Member  States regional  data appears  in  the  following  forms: 
(a)  as  domestic  product  or national  product 
(b)  in net or gross  figures 
(c)  at factor  costs or  market  prices. - llO-
The  transition  from one  unit of data  to  another is made  possible  by  the 
following  items  of regional  accounts: 
(i)  The  difference  between national  and  external factor  income  in order  to 
arrive at national  product  from  domestic  product; 
(ii)  The  writing-off involved in the  transition from  net  to  gross  figures; 
(iii)  The  indirect  taxes  and  subsidies for  moving  from  the  concept  of  factor 
costs  to  that of market  prices. 
We  shall see  below  the  importance  that  these  items  can  assume  at regional 
level. 
(a)  At  both regional  and  national levels  the  term  "income"  is the  net  product 
at factor  costs  from  the  point  of view of residents.  In  most  countries,  however, 
the  only  data available  at regional level on  net  product  at  factor  costs are 
drawn  up  from  a  domestic  point of view. 
The  transition  from  one  unit of data  to  another is based on  the  difference 
between  the  factor  income  received  from  foreign  sources  and  that  transferred  to 
foreign  sources.  These  include  wages  and  salaries as  well  as  investment  and 
entrepreneurial  income. 
As  a  general  rule,  these  income  flows  are  more  important at  regional  level 
than at national level,  since for  a  region  the  term  "foreign"  comprises  not  only 
"foreign"  countries  but  also  the other regions  in  the  sovereign terri  tory in 
question.  The  smaller  the  regions  or  the  more  integrated  they are  nationally 
and  internationally,  the  more  important  these  flows  become  (in comparison  with 
total product).  This,  however,  does  not  mean  that  trends in  the  differences 
between  these  flows  are  similar since  the  amounts  received  from  and  transferred 
to  external sources  may  more  or less cancel  each other out. -Ill-
In practice,  the  ascertainment of  this item is still hampered  by  the 
fact  that  the  amount  of official statistics on  these  external receipts and 
transfers is very limited. 
Each  year  ISTAT  publishes  corresponding statistics for  the  four  areas in 
Italy.  In  the Federal  Republic  of Germany  figures are  available for  1960,  1962 
and  1965  on  the  basis of  the  Lander. 
The  figures  for  the  four  Italian areas  reveal  that  the positive balance 
between  1965  and  1967  reached its highest  value  in  the  North-West,  i.e. 
2.8% of  the  net  domestic  product  at factor  costs,  whilst  the  South  registered 
a  negative  balance  during  the  three  years  in question. 
In  the Federal  Republic  of Germany  the  most  positive balance  during  the 
three  years,  for  which  figures  are  available  on  a  Lander  basis,  was  registered 
in Hamburg  (15%)  - this high  value  is surely due  to  the  urban  character of this 
region.  In  1960,  however,  there  was  a  negative  balance of  11.4%  in Rheinland-
Pfalz. 1 
Although  taken  from  different countries  and lists,  these  figures  do  show 
that in the  regions  the  amount  of  transfers  from  foreign  sources  can be  very 
considerable. 
The  often observed  way  in which  domestic  product at factor  costs is put 
on  a  par  with  regional  income  (=  national  product  at  factor  costs)  is,  therefore, 
open  to  criticism.  Since  the  differences  vary greatly,  spatially or  temporally 
linear  use  of a  certain uniform rate  for  the  individual  regions  ought not  to 
be  allowed. 
1These  few  figures  reveal  that,  as  a  general  rule,  negative  balances are 
recorded  in  backward  regions.  And  so it appears  that  the  inflow of income 
from  foreign  employment  sources is insufficient to  balance  the  outflow of 
investment  and  entrepreneurial  income. - ll2-
(b)  The  second  problem referred  to  above  concerns  the  difference  between  the  net 
and  gross  concepts of  the  data units,  i.e.  the  deductions  involved. 
As  is well-known,  official figures  for  deductions at national level are 
themselves  estimates  which  vary only slightly as  far  as  the  total product of 
the  different  countries is concerned.  It is,  therefore,  not  surprising that 
there  are  hardly  any variations at regional level.  Data available for  Italy 
show,  for  example,  that,  between  1965  and  1967,  deductions  varied  by  1~~ 
overall  and  that,  on  the  whole,  each of the  four  main  areas of  the  country 
registered a  similar percentage;  and  as,  as  far  as  the  deductions are 
concerned,  the  use  of  a  certain uniform rate in  the  various regions is more 
justified than in case  (a). 
(c)  Finally,  statistics available  within  the  Community  on  indirect  taxes  and 
subsidies,  which  make  possible  the  transition  from  the  concept of product at 
factor  costs  to  that of product at market  prices,  are only in the  form  of 
totals and,  furthermore,  concern  the  four  Italian areas only. 
We  see  that,  compared  with  the  net  domestic  product  (at factor  costs), 
this total varied at national level  between  1965  and  1967  by  15.8-16,6%,  with 
the  corresponding regional percentages  varying  between  17.6  and  18.7 in the 
North-West,  12.8 and  13.14 in  the  North-East,  13.0 and  14.1  in Central  Italy 
and  10.0 and  10.1  in  the South. 
This  item is,  therefore,  not  only a  sizeable  one  in comparison  to  the 
concept of product at  factor  costs  but  also  vary appreciably  from  region  to 
region.  The  above  example  also  shows  that  the  South of Italy bears  a  lesser 
burden of indirect  taxes  and  subsidies  than  the  North.  One  ought  to  see 
whether  a  general  rule  could  be  drawn  from  this  example,  according  to  which 
this  total  (indirect  taxes  and  subsidies)  is relatively higher in  the  more 
developed  regions  and  vice  versa. - 113-
(d)  The  size of  the  two  items  under  (b)  and  (c)  (deductions  from  and  balance 
between  subsidies  and  indirect taxes)  can  be  calculated  by  comparing  directly 
the  net  product at factor  costs  and  the  gross  product  at  market  prices. 
According  to  the  statistics for  Italy there  was  a  difference at national 
level between  these  two  items  equal  to  25%  of  the  net  product at factor  costs 
in the  period  1965-67.  At  the level of  the  main  geographical areas  the 
difference  varied between  16%  in  the  South  and  31%  in the  North-West  and at 
the level of the  20  regions between  8%  (Abruzzi)  and  34%  (Lombardia). 
In  the Federal Republic  of Germany  the  difference  between  the  two  items 
in the  11  Lander  was  just as great.  In  1967  Berlin  (West)  recorded  the  highest 
percentage  (41%)  and  the Saarland the  lowest  (28%).  Furthermore,  as  far  as  the 
City-States are  concerned,  they recorded  an  average  difference of  33%  compared 
with  the national average. 
(e)  Examination of  the  various  totals and  items in  the  regional  accounts 
reveals  the risks involved in using  them  and  especially,  in making  comparisons 
between  Member  States,  if they are  based  upon  differing concepts. 
It is clear from  the  above  that  the  various  concepts  have  a  considerable 
effect on  regional  figures  but  that this effect is not  proportional i.e.  they 
alter not  only  the  overall level but also  the listing of  the  regions.  It can  be 
said that,  in general,  the  differences  increase as  the  sizes of  the  regions  fall 
and  that  there  is a  marked  difference  between  urban and  country areas. 1 
1In  this  context  the  remarks  concerning  the City-States  in  the  Federal Republic 
of Germany  are  also  valid for  the  large urban  concentrations in other  countries, 
such  as  the  Brussels and  Paris regions, - ll4-
(f)  In  the  above  remarks  account  was  not  taken of  the statistics available in 
the  Netherlands  and  Belgium  on  declared  income.  Since,  however,  they are  not 
taken  from  tax statistics,  they are  not  included  in  the  national  economic 
accounts  and,  hence,  a  check on  their  conformity is impossible. 
3·  The  notion of "gap" 
As  in  the  analysis of population  and  employment,  the  standard  deviation 
will  be  used  as  an  indicator  for  the  situation of and  developments  in  the 
regions  in  the  following  analysis of regional  totals,  The  use  of  this 
indicator,  however,  for  product  and  income  raises a  special  problem.  In  the 
Treaty of Rome  the  Member  States set themselves  the  task of "narrowing  the  gap 
between  areas".  Does  this notion of "gap"  correspond  to  the  standard  deviation 
of product per  capita as  used in this analysis? 
For  several  reasons it does  not  appear possible  to  answer  this question 
positively. 
(i)  First of all,  as  was  clearly shown  in the  preceding chapters,  according 
to  the  concept  used  the  term "product"  or  "income"  varies  to  such  an 
extent  that  quite  substantial  differences  may  result for  the  policy 
depending  on  which  of  the  two  concepts is chosen,  In  view of the  increasing 
importance  of  the  services and  traffic sector,  a  policy which  aims  at 
approximating  the available  income  per  capita,  would,  for  example,  be  less 
influenced  by  the  need  for  a  better distribution of  economic  activity -
especially industrial activity - than  a  policy that aimed  at  approximating 
product  per  capita,  etc. 
(ii)  Secondly,  a  decrease  in  the  deviation  does  not  indicate  whether  this is a 
result of  a  rise in  the level of  the  "poor"  regions,  a  fall in the level of 
the  "rich."  regions or  a  combination of both. 1  More  generally speaking, 
1one  might  adduce  that  the  standard  deviation  has  no  significance for  the 
population.  In  the  following  analysis  this line of argument  will,  however, 
be  weakened  to  the  extent  that,  by  taking into  account  several levels of 
regions,  diversified results will  be  obtained. - ll5-
the  standard deviation is anonymous  to  the  extent that it tells nothing 
of position changes  in the list of regions. 
(iii) Thirdly,  a  narrowing of  the  standard deviation,that is based  upon  product 
per  capita also  tells us  nothing of  the  factors  that  co,ntributed  to  this 
result.  This  narrowing  may,  for  example,  be  the result of accelerated 
growth of the  total product  and also,  however,  of  a  less rapid increase 
or  even  de'crease  in the  population  ;_  especially as  a  result' of  eniigratory' 
movements.  The  cause  of regional  economic  growth  may  just as well  be 
found  in some  autonomous  process of development  as  in the  massive  transfer 
of public  funds  by  the  central  government. 
These  explanatory factors  ought  to  be  supplemented  by  a  more  complete list 
of indicators before  a  more  thorough  examination of  the  gap  trends  is undertaken. 
This list ought  to  contain  the  main  indicators of regional  productivity as  well 
as  the  most  important  data on  gross  fixed  capital formation  in the  private  and 
public ,sectors.  Knowledge  of financial  transfers  between  central,  regional 
and local authorities and  of  investment  subsidies ought  to  reveal  to  what  extent 
fixed  capital  formation  in  a  given  region is financed  out  of its own  resources 
or out of  external resources.1 
Without  going into  the  question  thoroughly,  the  points discussed  above 
still give -reason  to  believe that  the  standard  deviation of product  per capita, 
although  an  extremely useful  indicator,  does  not  by  itself enable  us  to  judge 
conclusively the  narrowing of gaps  between  regions  as  men,tioned  in  the  Treaty 
of Rome. 
1Account  should  be  taken of these  transfers in  the  studies  planned  by  SAEG  in 
the  field of regional  totals and  indicators. - ll6-
In practice,  a  discussion on  the  problems of regional  gaps  comes  down  to 
asking  the  following  concrete  question: 
What  should  the  growth  rate of  a  region  be  for it to  close  the  gap 
between itself and  another unit  (in particular,  the  country or  the  Community) 
or  to  prevent  the  gap  widening? 
The  regional  gap  can  be  calculated in  two  ways: 
either in absolute  figures 
or as  an  index  (national or  Community  average  100). 
Calculation of the  gap  in absolute  figures  is particularly illustrative: 
it must,  however,  be  borne  in mind  that,  on  the  basis of this calculation,  the 
gap inevitably becomes  greater if all regions  have  the  same  growth rate and  the 
gaps  expressed  as  indexes  remain  unchanged. 
This  rule arises  from  the  following  formula:  if a  given  region  has  a 
certain index A and  a  deviation  from  the  national or  Community  average  of  (100- A), 
the  absolute  deviation will  be  equal  to  (100- A).(l +  r)n,  where 
r  the  growth rate of  both  basic  units 
and  n  the  number  of years  under  consideration. 
The  greater  r  and  n  are,  the  more  the  gap  in absolute  figures  increases, 
although,  when  expressed  as  an  index,  it remains  unchanged. 
It follows,  therefore,  that,  in order  to  prevent  the  absolute  gap  from 
widening,  the  regional  growth rate  must  be  greater  than  the  growth  rate  (r)  of 
the  unit  100  to  the  extent  that  r  and  n  are greater. 
x  is calculated according  to  the  following  formulae: 
100  (l +  r)  -A (1  +  x)  = (100  -A)  after  one  year 
2  .  2 
100  (1  +  r)  - A  (1  +  x)  = (100  - A)  after  two  years 
etc. - ll7-
In  the light of  the  above  remarks  the  following  Tables  (No.  1  and  No.  2) 
have  been  drawn  up  to  make  it easier  to  answer  the  questions  below. 
(a)  Table  No.  1  provides  the  answer  to  the  question: 
How  high  must  the  growth rate of a  region  be  to  prevent  a  widening of 
any  existing gap?  The  periods  under  consideration range  from  1,  5,  10  to 
20  years;  a  scale of 10  points is used  to  describe  the  extent of the  gap. 
(b)  Table  No.  2  provides  the  answer  to  the  question: 
the 
are 
(a) 
(b) 
What  growth rate must  a  region have  for  it to  close  a  given  gap  within a 
given period?  Here  the  periods  under  consideration range  from  1,  5,  10 
to  15  years:  particularly characteristic gaps  were  chosen,  namely:  3/4, 
2/3,  1/2 and  1/3 of  100. 
Table  No.  1 illustrates the  example  of a  region  with  a  level of 50:  if 
gap  between it and  100  is not  to  widen,  the  following  average  growth rates 
necessary: 
For  a  period of 5  years: 
3.86%  with  a  growth  rate of the  100  unit of  2% 
?.47%  with  a  growth rate of  the  100  unit of  4% 
10.  89",6  with  a  growth  rate of the  100  unit of  6% 
For  a  period of 10  years: 
3·  700,6  with  a  growth rate of  the  100  unit of  2% 
6.96%  with  a  growth rate of the  100  unit of  4% 
9.95%  with  a  growth rate of the  100  unit of 6%. racle I 
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Table  No.  2  shows,  for  example,  that, if the  growth rate of a  unit with 
a  level of  100  (member  country,  Community)  was  4%,  a  region  with  a  basic level 
of 75  would  have  to  achieve  the  following annual  growth rates: 
10.16% if it is to  close  the  gap in 5  years 
7.04% if it is to  close  the  gap in  10  years 
6.01% if it is to  close  the  gap  in  15  years. 
If the  growth rate of a  unit  with  a  level of  100 is 6%,  the  corresponding 
regional  growth rates will have  to  be  12.28%,  9.09%  and  8.05%. 
These  examples  show  that,  even  with an  average  growth rate  (e.g.  4%)  for 
a  unit  with  a  level of  100,  extremely backward  regions  will still need  to 
register fairly high growth rates if only  to  prevent  the  gaps  from  widening. 
4.  Plan of study 
The  following analysis of regional products and  income  will  comprise  two 
chapters: 
The  first chapter will look into  the  regional  situation at the outset 
(i.e.  1957),  the  regional  growth  during the  following  ten years  and  the 
situation in the last year  for  which statistics are available  and  this  for  each 
country. 
The  second  chapter  summarizes  the  most  important  development  trends in 
each of the  Member  States.  Following this,  there will  be  a  study of regional 
developments at Community level.  Here  the  numerous  problems  which  face  this 
study will be highlighted. 
The  following indicators are  used  in both  chapters: - 122-
(i)  the  index of product  per capita on  the basis of the national and 
Community  average(=  100); 
(ii)  the  difference  between  the  extreme  indices; 
(iii)  the  standard deviation  and  coefficient of variation calculated on  the 
basis of this  index; 
(iv)  the  coefficient of correlation between  the level at the outset  and  the 
growth rate;  and 
( v)  the  average  gro'wth  rate of the  regions  grouped  together according  to  the 
level of product  per capita. - 123-
B.  DEVELOPMENTS  IN  THEl  MEMBER  STATES  ================================= 
I.  Regional  product  in the  Federal Republic of Germany 
In the  Federal Republic of Germany  there are series of data - covering each 
year since 1950  - on  the product  of each of the 11  Lander at its various stages 
of elaboration.1 
At  the level of the  37  basic regions  (32  Regierungsbezirke and 5 Lander), 
however,  which are the main  concern of this analysis,  the only aggregate available 
at the moment  is the gross domestic product at market  prices in 1957 1  1961,  1964  and 
1966.2  These  figures were  produced jointly by the Lander's statistical offices 
(Statistische Landesiimter)  and are a  breakdown,  in accordance with uniform criteria 
of data computed  for the  country and the Lander as a  whole. 
perfectly into the framework  of national accounts. 
They  therefore fit 
The  following are considered below,  in the light of these data: 
(i) 
(ii) 
(iii) 
(iv) 
The  size and development  of the product  per capita 
The. growth of the total product of the regions 
The  trends in differences between the regions 
Regional  shares of the total national product. 
The  following analysis is primarily concerned with the  37  basic regions, 
but  the 11  Lander and the four main  geographical areas are sometimes  taken into 
consideration,  so as to study the  influence of the various definitions of the 
product  or to provide a  broader regional view at Community  leve1.3 
1See  "Statistisches Bundesamt  Wiesbaden,  Bevolkerungsstruktur und Wirtschaftskraft 
der Bundeslander".  These  data were  produced by the  "Arbeitskreis 
Volkswirtschaftliche Gesamtrechnung der Lander". 
2see  "Sozialproduktsbrechnungen  der Lander,  Heft  3,  'Das  !ruttoinlandsprodukt der 
kreisfreien Stadte und Landkreise  1957  bis 1966•,  Gemeinschaftsveroffentlichung der 
Statistischen Landesiimter,  Wiesbl!l-den  1968". 
3The  annexed Table R VI  I  is also valid for 20 areas of the Regional Action 
Programme,  as drawn  up  within the framework  of the Federal Republic's regional 
policy,  for the product  per capita and for the index based on  the federal average. 
These  statistics are also available for 1957,  1961,  1964 and 1966  only. - 124-
1.  Initial situation 
The  annexed Table R I 1  gives the gross  domestic product per capita (GDP) 
of the 37  basic regions at  market  prices in 1957  and its level in comparison 
with the national  average.  These  figures are summarized in the indicators 
of the following table, which  show  the variation of national figures around 
the national average. 
Table  3 
GDP  per capita at market  prices in 1957 
(At  the level of the 37  basic regions) 
National  Regional  Regional  Maximum  Coefficient 
minimum  maximum  difference  of variation 
Absolute figures 
(inrn)  4  280  2 460  7 300  4 840  0.262 
Indices  100.0  57·5  170·5  113.0 
It can be seen that in 1957,  at this level, the regional  deviations  from 
the national  average were  very substantial, the difference between the lowest 
index (Regierungsbezirk Stade) and the highest  index  (Hamburg)  being 113  points. 
Even  if we  disregard the three city Lander  (Hamburg,· Bremen  and West  Berlin) 
where  the product per capita is normally higher,  the maximum  difference  -
between the Regierungsbezirk Stade and the  Regierungsbezirk DUsseldorf  (133.2)  -
was  still 75.7  points. 
In the same  year, the maximum  difference between the 11  Lander was  only 
92.5 points, or 37.4 disregarding the three city Lander.  The  maximum  difference 
between the four major geographical areas was  only 36.6 points (including the 
city Lander).  This decline in the maximum  difference bears out the point 
made  elsewhere,1 that differences generally tend to shrink as regions become 
larger and vice versa. 
1see  "A  regional policy for the Community"  p. 174. 1 
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2.  Regional economic  growth 
The  appended Table R II 1  gives the total gross domestic product  of the 
regions in the two  relevant years,  and the average annual  growth rate between 
them  {at  current prices and constant prices).  It can be  seen that the 
national average annual  growth rate was  5.2%  {at  constant prices), while the 
regional rates varied from  4.0%  (Saar) to 7.1%  (Rheinhessen) •1 
On  the structural side,  a  preliminary examination of the regions classified 
in accordance with growth rates  {see Table R III 1)  shows  that the 
11Regierungebezirke" of the Land  Nordrhein-Westfalen and mor!'l  especially those 
of the Ruhr,  which still have  a  substantial heavy  industry,  grew  appreciably 
less than  the national average  in the period under review. 
Conversely,  higher growth rates were  recorded in certain regions 
(Rheinhessen,  Oberbayern,  Lftneberg)  with a  heavier emphasis  on  the more 
advanced activities of the  secondary and tertiary sectors. 
3.  The  trends in differences 
(a)  between the basic regions 
As  a  result of the regional trend described under  (2),  regional 
indices moved  closer to the national average between 1957  and  1966. 
This is illustrated by the indices in the following comparison: 
Table  4 
GDP  at market  prices per capita {at the level of the  37  basic regions) 
Regional  Regional  Maximum  Coefficient of 
minimum  lllarimum  difference  variation 
1957~  57 ·5  170.5  113.0  0.262 
(57 .5)*  (133.2)*  (  75.7)*  (0.206)* 
1966~  64.4  172.6  108.2  0.229 
(64.4)*  (118.7)*  (  54.3)*  (0.177)* 
*Excluding the City Lander. 
These  rates depend to some  extent,  of course,  on  the reference years adopted. - 126-
These  figures  show  that the difference between the  extreme 
indices had  diminished appreciably,  whether the  City Lander are 
included or not. 
The  coefficient of variation also declined in both cases,  providing 
further evidence,  on  a  broaQer basis, of the trend mentioned. 
It might  be  said against this that the maximum  difference between 
the "weakest"  (Trier) and "strongest"  (Hamburg)  regions has increased 
in absolute terms,  to DM  8  730  in 1966  from  DM  4  840  in 1957•  Since, 
however,  a  considerable difference was  recorded at the outset between 
these two  regions and since their growth rates remained proportionally 
stable, the difference in absolute terms was  bound to increase.  In the 
above  case,  for the Trier region to prevent Hamburg  (highest  regional 
value)  from  widening the  gap,  it would have  had to register an annual 
rate of population increase per capita (at current prices) of 14.0% as 
against  the 7J.% it actually achi.eved:  to prevent a  widening of the gap 
between Trier's own  rate and the national average,  the growth rate 
would  have  had to be l0.0%.1 
It should be mentioned,  however,  that this approximation around 
the national average is due  not  only to faster growth  in the  less 
developed regions but equally to slower growth  in certain highly developed 
regions,  more  particularly the regions of the  Ruhr and the  City Linder. 
The  coefficient of correlation between the product per capita 
in 1957  and  its development  in the period 1957-66  (see graph below) 
are not  completely significant, but they tend to confirm this trend. 
The  coefficients of correlation: 
r  =  -0.484  (including  City Lander) 
r  =  -0.516  (excluding  Oity Linder) 
are,in fact,  negative; 
(see graph). 
the regression lines are inclined to the left 
The  same  trend can be quantified without  having to face the rigours 
of correlation,  by comparing the product per capita and growth rates of the 
regions classified according to their product  per capita into 3  groups 
(see table below). 
1C f.  paeral remarks  on  p.  117  et  seq. GERMANY  (FR) 
---- 37  regions 
34 regions 
(exclusing Hamburg,  Bremen  and Berlin  (West)) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3000 
GDP  per capita  1957 
Correlation bet•een GDP  per capita  (1957) 
and its average annual  growth rate. 
0 
- N>  o--
1» 
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Table  5 
Growth  from  1957  to 1966 of regions classified according to their GDP  per capita. 
GDP  per capita.  Annual  growth  GDP  per capita. 
Group  1957  ra.te  1966 
in IlM  %  in IlM  Index 
1'57=100 
(1)  13  regions with 
smallest  GDP  per capita.  3  084  9.17  6  339  206 
(2)  12  regions with a.vera.ge 
GDP  per capita.  3  796  8.85  7  427  196 
(3)  12  regions with highest 
GDP  per ca. pita.  5  005  8.31  9  038  181 
GERMANY  ( FR)  4  280  8.57  8  070  189 
According to the table,  the group  of regions with the smallest product per capita. 
achieved the highest  growth  ra.te  a.nd  vice versa.. 
Some  exceptions to these general trends a.re  worth noting,  however.  Firstly, 
a.s  indicated by the annexed Table  R J)J  1,  two  regions of group  (1)  - the 
Regierungsbezirke Trier a.nd  Hildesheim - dropped below  a.  na.tiona.l  a.vera.ge.  Secondly 
three regions of group  (3)  - Oberba.yern,  Rheinheasen  a.nd  Lllneberg - grew  a.t  a.  ra.te 
well above  the na.tiona.l  a.vera.ge  even  though they a.lrea.dy  ha.d  a.  very  substantial 
product per capita. in 1957;  finally,  among  the twelve  regions with a.n 
a.vera.ge  GDP  per capita.,  Rheinhessen  achieved  a.  much  greater growth ra.te tha.n  the 
group  a.vera.ge. 1957 
1966 
1968 
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(b)  At  the level of the regions and the main  geographical areas 
It seems  worth extending our analysis of differences to the level 
level of the regions  (Lander) and the four main  geographical areas, 
for three reasons: 
(a.)  Such  a  survey reveals the influence of the current economic 
situation on  the indicators adopted,  thanks to the more  recent 
data.  available at this level 
(b)  It reveals the impact  of the various definitions of the product 
on  the above  indicators 
(c)  It provides  a.  means  of measuring the extent  of regional problems 
at a  higher level. 
(i)  As  regards the latest developments  (influence of the economic 
situation), the figures for the 11  Lander tabulated below  show  that 
the maximum  difference and the coefficient of variation increased 
slightly between  1966  and 1968. 
~ 
~ 
~ 
Table  6 
GDP  at market  prices per capita at the level of the 
11  Lander 
(national average = 100) 
Regional  Regional  Maximum  Coefficient 
minimum  maximum  difference  variation 
77.6  170.1  92.5  0.306 
(77.6)*  (115.0)*  (37.4)*  (0.149)* 
81.4  172.6  91.2  0.255 
(81.4)*  (104.8)*  (23.4)*  (0.112)* 
80.7  176.8  96.1  0.262 
(80.7)*  (106.2)*  (25.5)*  (0.107)* 
of 
*Excluding City Lander. 1957 
1966 
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(ii)  To  show  the  influence of the various definitions of the 
product,  the following table gives the indicators computed  in 
terms  of the net  product at factor costs instead of the gross 
product at market  prices. 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
Table  7 
Net  product at factor costs per capita at  level of 
11  Lander 
(national average  = 100) 
Regional  Regional  Maximum  Coefficient 
minimum  maximum  difference  variation 
77.9  157.3  80.3  0.271 
(77.9)*  (114.0)*  (36.1)*  (0,143)* 
81.8  163.1  81.3  0,227 
(81.8)*  (106.5)*  (24.7)*  (0,106)* 
*Excluding City Lander • 
of 
The  table confirms the major trends of development  demonstrated above, 
but also shows  that as regards definitions, use of the net product at  factor 
cost  instead of the gross producr at market  prices makes  for a  reduction 
in the differences.  The  reduction is less,  however,  if the three city Lander 
are excluded. 
It follows that the net total indirect taxes,  subsidies and amortization 
tends to widen  the range of regional indices,  and that this is especially 
the  case with the  City Lander. - 130-
(iii) Finally, the maximum  difference between the four main 
geographical regions is appreciably less than that between the 
37  regions or 11  regions  (see table below). 
1957 
1966 
1970 
Table 8 
GDP  at market  prices per capita, at the level of 
the ·tour main geographical areas 
(national average  = 100) 
Regional  Regional  Maximum 
minimum  maximum  difference 
115.0 
93.8  104.0  10.2 
The  gap  becomes ·still narrower if we  use the net product 
at factor cost. 
is then minimal. 
Indeed,  as the  following table shows, the gap 
1957 
1966 
1970 
Table 9 
Net  domestic product at factor cost  per capita, 
at the level of the four main  geographical areas 
(national average = 100) 
Regional  Regional  Maximum 
minimum  maximum  difference 
89.7  109.7  20.0 
94·9  102.1  7.2 - 131  -
4,  Regional  contributions  to  national  gross  domestic  product 
The  appended  table1 of percentage regional  shares in  the national  GDP  at 
various  dates  shows  how  the  relative importance  of  the  individual  regions  has 
varied.  It can  be  seen that  the largest  change  did not  exceed  1.65% 
(Dusseldorf). 
The  main  regions  to  lose ground  since  1957  are Arnsberg,  Dusseldorf, 
Munster,  Bremen  and  Braunschweig.  The  regions of Darmstadt,  Nordwurttemberg, 
Oberbayern,  Sudwtirttemberg,  Kassel,  Luneburg,  Rheinhessen  and  Montabaur 
increased their shares. 
At  the  level of  the  main  geographical  areas,  the  Southern and Central  regions 
of the Federal  Republic of Germany  increased their share at the expense of the 
Northern and Western areas. 
5.  Addendum 
The  latest figures  for  the  national  product  differ slightly from  the 
total product  of  the  37  basic  regions  in the  four  years  for  which  they are 
available.  This  is because  a  revision of the  national  accounts  by  the Statistische 
Bundesamt  has slightly modified  the  main  aggregates.  For  the years  1960-70,  the 
revised  GNP  figures  are slightly higher  than  the  previous  figures,  the  maximum 
difference being 2.1%  in  1966  (1,4 attributable  to  the  improvement  of  the 
statistical materials  and  0.7  to  changes  in definition). 
On  the  basis of  the  revised national  figures,  the  Lander's Arbeitskreis 
Sozialproduktesberechnung has  just issued  provisional  data  for  the  11  Lander  in 
the  four  years  1967,  1968,  1969  and  1970  (see  annexed  TableR  VI  1).  But  these 
new  figures  do  not  call for  substantial  changes  to  the  substance of  the  above 
evaluation. 
Pending  the  compilation of definitive data for  a  longer  period, it was 
therefore  decided  not  to  include  the  new  figures  now  available in this analysis. 
1  Table  R  V 1, - 132-
II. Regional  aggregates 
in France 
1.  Presentation of  the  various  sources of  data 
In  the  field of regional  accounts,  INSEE  has  worked  successively on: 
(a)  Private  incomes in the  years  1955-56.and  19581 
(b)  An  attempt  to  put  the  national  accounts  for  1962  on  a  regional  footing2 
(c)  Household  accounts  for  1966  and  1967.3 
The  concepts,  definitions and  sources  employed  in these  various projects 
differ greatly. 
(a)  Private  income  for  the  years  1955-56  and  1958 is purely directly earned 
income,  that is to  say,  wages  and  salaries,  farm  income  and  the  gross 
incomes  of individual  entrepreneurs.  Income  from  capital interest,  dividends, 
etc.  is disregarded.  In  view of this  fact  and  of  the  diversity of 
statistical sources,  the.se  data are  not  comparable  with  those  calculated 
subsequently in the  context of household accounts  (see  2  and  3  below). 
(b)  The  study of regional accounts in  1962  is the  most  complete  corpus of 
regional account statistics in France.  Each  study covers the various accounts  of 
the  four  economic  operators of the French accounting  system  (non-financial 
enterprises,  households,  administrations  and  financial  institutions),  but 
4  the  regional  breakdown  is not  complete. 
1Regional  evolution of private  incomes  from  1955-56  to  1958,  Etudes  et 
Conjoncture no  5/1961. 
2An  attempt  to  put  the  national  accounts  for  1962  on  a  regional  basis,  Etudes 
et Conjoncture  1966  (special number). 
3Regional  households  accounts  in  1966  and  1967,  Etudes  et  Conjoncture no  4/1969. 
4The  gross  domestic  product  o·f  the  21  programme  regions,  published  in  the 
"Basic Statistics of  the  Community  1968-1969",  is estimated by  the Statistical 
Office  of the  European  Communities  from  these  data.  Together,  the  estimated 
regional  GDPs  amount  to  92%  of  the French national GDP. - 133-
Hence,  there are  no  regional  data on  the  value added  by  the  "administrations" 
and  "financial institutions" operators.  The  value  added  by  the  "non-financial 
enterprises" operator is b:roken  down  by  regions  for all  the  branches  of activity 
except  transport  and  communications,  considered  not  to  be  amenable  to 
regionalization.  The  value  added  by  the  branches  which are  broken  down  by 
regions  accounts  for  78,9%  of the  total French  GDP  at market  prices.  The 
following  table gives  the latter figures  under  the  title "partial added  value" 
(PAV). 
(c)  Household  accounts 
INSEE  has  complied  for  1966  and  1967  the  production,  income  and  capital 
accounts  of  the  11)1ouJSeholds"  agept  for  the  21  regions,  using  the  definitions 
employed  in  1962. 
Of  t)lese  three accounts,  the  income  account1  provides  figures  on  household 
incomes.  It covers direct  income,  that is to  say  income  accruing  directly from 
an  economic  activity and  capital,  and  transfer  income,  that is to  say social 
security benefits,  pensions,  etc.  redistributed  by  the  administration. 
The  total  sum  of  these  resources  does  not  correspond  to  the  concepts 
currently used  in the  international accounting  system.  By  comparison  with  the 
concept  of  "disposable  income"  it lacks in particular  the  talC;  component.  And 
since  transfer  income is included,  the  total  sume  of the  resources is not  the 
same  as  "the share of natiolJ.al  in'come  accruing  to  households••2  which,  according 
to  the  definition of  the  international  system of  economic  accounts,  only  covers 
direct  income  including social security contributions paid  by  employers.  Again 
1The  production account  of households only covers  their specific  production 
(rents,  family  gardens),  which  accounts  for  a  minimal  proportion of national 
production. 
2Between  1959  and  1969  about  93/o  of French  national  income  accrued  to  households, 
the  remaining  7fo  being  divicled  between  the  other  two  economic  agents,  namely 
companies  and  public  administrations. - 134-
as  a  result of transfer income,  total resources  add  up  to  more  than  10~fo of 
national  income  (net  national  product at  factor  oost). 
Direct  income  is  the  concept  which  fits in  best  with  the  accounting 
systems  used  at  the international level1  and  which  allows at least an approximate 
comparison  with  the regional  aggregates of  the  other countries.  It is also  the 
only  concept  for  which  there are  regional  data over  a  fairly lengthy period, 
from  1962  to  1967. 
ThiBincome  comprises  the  following  items of  the  household  income  account: 
wages,  gross  income  of individual  entrepreneurs,  net  trading income,  interest'· 
dividends  and  shares,  as  well  as  income  from  farm  tenancy and  share  farming. 
In  view of  the  absence of data on  employers'  social security contributions, 
this is called "partial direct  income"  (PDI)  below. 
In  1962  the  total partial direct  income  of  the  21  French regions  added  up 
to  FF  219  682  millica,  that is to  say 80.6%  of national  income  (net  national 
product  at factor  cost), 
(d)  For  one  year,  1962,  we  thus  have  regional  data based  on  3  different ·concepts: 
(i)  The  value  added  by  most  branches of  economic  activity (generation of 
income),  accounting for  78.9%  of the  gross  domestic  product at  market  prices 
(ii)  Direct private household  incomes,  excluding  employers•  sOcial security 
contributions  (generation of income),  accounting  for  8o.6%  of national 
income  (net  national  product  at factor  cost); 
1compiled  by  the  UN  and  OECD. - 135-
(iii)  Household  resources (initial distribution plus  transfers)  covering more 
than  10~fo of national  income  (net national product at  factor  cost). 
It seems  worth  considering the extent  to  which  these  various  concepts 
can influence  the  assessment  of the  situation of the  regions  within  the  country. 
To  this  end,  the  annexed  Table  R  VI  2  gives  the  percentage  shares of  the 
aggregates in the  total national  figure  and  the level of  the  product  and/or 
income  per capita,  for  the  regions  and  main  geographical areas  on  the  basis of 
the  above  three  concepts.  These  figures  are  condensed  in  the, following  table  to 
the usual indicators. 
Table  10 
Indices  per  capita on  the  basis of the  three  concepts  in  1962 
(France = 100) 
Minimum  Maximum 
~iaximum  Coefficient 
difference  of variation 
GDP  71  132  61  0.178 
(71)+  (130)+  (59)+  (0.158)+ 
Direct  income  81  155  74  0.166 
(81)+  (96)+  (15)+  (0.038)+ 
Total  income 
(incl.  transfers)  84  148  64  0.1'47 
(84)+  (97)+  (13)+  (0.043)+ 
~Excluding Paris region. 
These  figures  show  that  the  choice of concept  does  indeed  have  a 
considerable  influence on  both  the  extent of  the  scale and  the  order of  the 
individual regions. 
For instance,  as indicated by  the  above  table,  the  deviation  from  the 
national average as  expressed  by  the  coefficient of variation was  substantially 
larger  in the  case  of regional  added  value  than  in  the  case  of  income.  If we 
disregard  the Paris region,  which  is a  special  case,  the  same  would  apply  to  the 
maximum  difference. - 136-
Furthermore,  total  incomes  had  a  still smaller coefficient of variation 
than  direct  income.  This  seems  to  demonstrate  not only that  transfer  income 
reduced  differences between  regions  but  also  that  there is a  general  tendency 
for  regional  differences  to  become  smaller  as  we  move  methodically  from  the 
concept of production  to  the  concept  of distribution at its various  stages,  and 
vice versa. 
As  regards  the  order of regions  within  the  scale,  a  comparison  of  the 
indices  shows  that  the  value  added  index is much  bigger  than  the  direct  income 
index in  the  more  industrialized regions  (Nord,  Lorraine,  Alsace,  Picardie, 
Haute-Normandie),  and  that  the  converse is true  in  the least industrialized 
regions.  The  fairly low  value  added  index of  the Paris  region  may  be  attributable 
to  the  absence  of data  for  "administrations",  "financial institutions" and 
"transport and  communication". 
These  findings  - varying divergences  from  the  national  average  and 
different order of regions  within  the  hierarchy - highlight  the difficulties of 
making  an  international  comparison  using a  regional  data  compiled  in accordance 
with  different concepts. 
2.  Distribution and growth of direct households  income 
As  already stated,  the only French regional  data  which  are  comparable 
with  those  of other  countries and  cover  a  certain period of  time  are  those  for 
direct income  in  1962  and  1966-67. 
The  following  are  considered  below,  on  the  basis of  these  figures: 
( i)  The  level  and  development  of  income  per  capita 
(ii)  The  growth  of  total  income 
(iii)  The  development  of  differences  between  regions 
(iv)  The  regional  share  of direct national  income. - 137-
(a)  The  situation in  1962 
The  annexed  table  R  I  2  gives  the  regional  data for  1962  on  direct income 
and its indices  (national average  = 100).  The  indicators in the  following  table 
summarize  these  data. 
In FF 
Indices 
Table  11 
Direct  income  per  capita in  1962 at the level of  the  21 
basic regions 
National  Regional  Regional  Difference 
average  minimum  maximum 
4  674  3  804  7  233  3  429 
(4  468)+ 
100.0  81.4  154.8  73.4 
(95.6)+  (14.2)+ 
~Excluding Paris  region. 
Coefficient 
of variation 
0.166 
(0.038)+ 
It canbe seen  from  the·table that  there  was  a  difference of 73.4  index 
points between  the regions  with  the lowest  and  highest  indices  (Midi-Pyrenees 
and  the Paris region respectively).  If we  disregard  the  Paris region,  where  the 
direct  income  per  capita is far  higher  than in any other region,  the  difference 
between  the  maximum  {Rhone-Alpes)  and  the  minimum  (Midi-Pyrenees)  is only  14.2 
index points.  The  coefficient of variation for  these regions is also  very small. 
All  the  French regions  had  a  smaller  income  than  the  national average 
excpet  the Paris region,  demonstrating  the  preponderance  of  the latter in the 
national  economy. 
At  the level of  the  three  main  geographical areas  (Paris region,  Eastern and 
Western France),  the difference  between  the Paris region and  the  other  two  main 
regions  was  fairly substantial but  that  between Eastern  (90.4)  and  Western 
France  (86.8 points)  was  small. - 138-
(b)  The  growth of regional direct  income 
~he annexed  Table  R II  2 gives regional total incomes  in  1962  and  1967, 
and  their growth at current and  constant. prices  (1963  prices). 
This relatively short period  does  not obviously enable  far-reaching 
conclusions  to  be  drawn. 
National  direct  income  grew at an  average  annual  rate of 8.2%  (at current 
prices)  and  4.7fo  at constant prices. 
At  the  level of  the  21  regions,  this rate varied  between  an  annual 
minimum  of 6.2%  in Auvergne  at  current prices  (3.5%  at constant prices)  and  an 
annual  maximum  of 9.1%  in Haute-Normandie  (5.2%  at constant prices). 
The  growth rate of  the Paris region  was  above  the national  average,  at 8.5%. 
At  the level of the  main  geographical areas,  income  grew slightly less in 
the  Western regions  than in the Eastern regions  (7.6%  as against  8.3%  at  current 
prices). 
3·  The  development of differences 
The  different growth rates led  to  a  slight  change  in  the variations of 
regional  income  noted in 1962. 
1962 
1967 
Table  12 
Income  per  capita at the level of  the basic  regions 
(France = 100) 
Regional  Regional  Maximum 
minimum  maximum  difference 
81.4  154.8  73.4 
(95.6)+  (14.2)+ 
79.7  155.5  75.8 
(96.3)+  (16.6)+ 
+  . 
Excluding Paris region. 
Coefficient 
of variation 
0.166 
(0.038)+ 
0.172 
(0.051)+ - 139-
As  indicated  by  the  above  table,  the  difference  between  the  maximum  and 
minimum regional  indices increased  between  1962  and  1967,  owing  to  the 
simultaneous  decline in the  index of  the  region  with  the  smallest  income 
(Midi-Pyrenees)  and  increase in  the  index of the  region  with  the  highest  income 
(with or without  the  Paris region). 
The  coefficient of variation,  which  covers  developments  in all regions, 
increased  from  0.166  to  0.172  and  thus  followed  the  same  trend. 
To  understand  this  trend,  it seems  worth  seeing  whether  there is a 
correlation between  the level of regional  incomes  in  1962  and  their  evolution 
between  1962  and  1965.  Calculation of the  coefficient  r  = 0.125  excludes, 
however,  any significant correlation. 
Table  13 
Growth  of regions,  divided  into  three  groups  on  the 
basis of the  level of income,  1962-67 
Average  income  Annual  rate  Average  income 
per  capita  of  growth  per  capita 
in 1962  of  income  in  1967  (current prices) 
in FF  %  in FF  1962 =  100 
7  regions  with 
smallest incomes  3  928  7.56  5  504  140 
7  regions  with 
average  incomes  4  082  7.91  5  755  141 
7  regions  with 
highest  income  5  529  8.54  7  843  142 
France  4  674  8.16  6  617  141 
If, however,  we  divide  the  regions into  three  groups  on  the  basis of  income 
per  capita, in ascending order  (see  the  above  table)  we  find  that  the  higher  the 
income  of  the  group  the larger  the growth rate.  This is the  reason  for  the 
widening of the  gap. - 140-
The  differences between  the  three main  geographical  areas  evolved  as 
follows: 
'l'able  14 
Income  per  capita at  the level of  the  main  geographical areas  (France  100) 
Paris  Eastern  \'I estern 
region  regions  regions  Difference 
1  2  3  1  -_2_  2  - 3 
1962  154.8  90.4  86.8  68.0  3.6 
1967  155.5  89.4  84.9  70.6  4.5 
It can  be  seen  that  from  1962  to  1967  there  was  a  slight increase in  the 
differences between  both  the Paris region  and  the  Western regions and  between  the 
Eastern and  Western  regions. 
At  the  conclusion of  this  chapter,  it is worth recalling  the  general 
reservations about  the  above  findings,  which  are  due  to  the nature of the available 
statistics and,  in particular,  the relatively brief observation period. 
4.  Regional  shares of direct national  income 
The  shares of  the  individual  regions  in  the  national  total  did  not  vary 
significantly,  owing  to  the  relatively brief period of reference  and  the  small 
disparities between  regional  growth rates. 
At  the  most,  it can  be  said  that  the  share of  the  Wester!'l  regions  decreased 
slightly while  those of  the  ~astern regions  and  the Paris region  - especially the 
latter - showed  an  increase. - 141-
III.  REGIONAL  ~RODUCT IN  ITALY 
The  regional accounts  wor~ undertaken  by  !STAT  only  covers  the  four  main 
geographical areas- North-west,  North-east,  Centre  and  South.
1 
The  relevant unofficial  studies are  the  only source of information 
for  the  19  basic  regions2  (regioni amministrative).  As  these  figures are 
obtained  by breaking  down  the  aforementioned  official data,  they fit into  the 
framework  of national  accounts  and  any errors are bound  to  be  very small. 
As  with  the other Member  States,  the  following points are  dP.alt  with in 
the light of  these official and  unofficial  data: 
(i)  The  size and  development of  the  product  per  capita; 
(ii)  The  growth of the  total product of the  regions; 
(iii)  The  development  of differences between  the  regions; 
(iv)  The  share of  the  regions  in the  total national product. 
To  ensure  comparability with  the other Member  States,  the  period of 
analysis is, in principle,  from  1957  to  1966.  ]'igures  for  1969  are  included at 
some  points  to  highlight  the  more  recent  trends. 
Analysis of the  product  per  capita in Italy is hampered  by  major 
difficulties.  As  already indicated  (chapter on  the  population),  in  Italy the 
habitually resident  (de  jure)  population - which  is generally used  to  calculate 
the  product  per  capita - differs more  than  in  the  other  Member  States from  the 
present-in-area  (~ ~)  population. 
1conti economici territoriali per gli anni  1951-1969,  !STAT. 
2Abruzzi  and  Molise  are  combined. 
3ilee  G.  Tagliacarne,  I  conti provinciali e  regionali,  1'1oneta  e  Credito,  Rivista 
trimestriale della Banca  Nazionale  del Lavoro. - 142-
To  give  an  idea of the  size of  the  distortions  which  can  be  produced  by 
these differences,  certain parts of  the  following  survey include  figures  on 
the present-in-area  (de ~)  population.  As  these  figures only exist  for 
census  years,  estimates  have  been  made  for  the  years of reference  used  below. 
1.  Initial situation 
The  annexed  Table  R  I  3  gives  the data,  for  1957,  on  the  gross  domestic 
product at market  prices per  capita of  the  19  regions  and  their indices 
compared  with  the  national  average (Italy =  100).  These  figures  are  summarized 
in  the  following  table  by  the  usual  indicators. 
Absolute  figures 
(Lit.  1  000) 
Indices 
Table  15 
GDP  at  market  prices  per  capita 
of  the  basic  regions in  1957 
National  Regional  Regional 
average  minimum  maximum 
353.2  170.8  611.5 
(358.3)+  (180.4)+  (606.6)+ 
100  48.4  173.1 
(100)+  (50.3)+  (169.3)+ 
Maximum 
difference 
440.7 
(426.2)+ 
124.7 
(119.0)+ 
+GDP  per  head  of  estimated present-in-area  (de ~)  population. 
Coefficient 
of variation 
) 
) 
) 
)  o.4o4 
) 
) 
According  to  this table,  the  difference  between  the lowest  and  highest 
figures  (Calabria,  Valle  d'Aosta respectively)  was  bigger  than in  the other  Member 
States.  As  indicated  by  the  fairly large coefficient of  variation,  the  deviation 
of  the  indices in all the  regions  from  the  national  average  was  likewise larger 
than  in  the  other  countries. - 143-
To  allow  for  the  shortcomings of  the  demographic  data,  the  following  table 
gives  the  figures  and  indices  established on  the basis of  the  estimated present-
in-area  (de ~)  population.  This  correction,  which  should  be  verified in the 
light of  more  accurate  figures,  reduces  somewhat  the  gap  between  the  smallest  and 
largest indices. 
It should  be  noted  (see  following  table)  that at  the  level of the  four  main 
geographical areas,  the  difference  between  the  extreme  values  recorded in North-
West  and  the  South  - was  smaller  than  that at  the level of  the  basic  regions  but 
nevertheless very substantial,  at all events appreciably larger  than  in  the 
other  Hember  States.  The  index for  the  South  was,  in  fact,  not  more  than  two 
thirds of  the national  average. 
Absolute  figures 
(Lit.  1  000) 
Indices 
Table  16 
GDP  at  market  prices per  capita of  the  four 
main  geographical  areas in  1957 
National  Hegional  Regional 
minimum  maximum  Difference  average 
353.2  217.1  541.5  324.4 
(358.3)+  (224.2)+  (540.5)+  (316.3)+ 
. (South)  (North-West) 
100  61.5  153·3  91.8 
(100)+  (62.6)+  (150.9)+  (88.3)+ 
+GDP  per head of estimated present-in-area  (~ ~)  population. 
2.  Regional  economic  growth 
As  a  yardstick for  measuring  regional  economic  growth,  the  annexed 
Table  RII 3  gives far the  two  reference  years  ( 1957  and  1966)  the  gross  domestic 
product at market prices  (current prices)  and  the  average  growth rates at 
current  and  constant prices. - 144-
According  to  the  table,  in  the  period. in question  the annual  growth  rate 
of the  country as  a  whole  was  9.5%  at current  prices  and  5.6%  at constant 
prices. 
At  the level of  the  19  regions,  the  highest  and  lowest  growth rates did 
not  differ very much.  The  lowest rate  was  achieved in  the  Valle  d'Aosta 
(7.3Jb  at current  prices)  and  the  highest  in  Umbria  ( 10.9%  at  current prices). 
The  differences  between  the  average  growth rates at current  prices in 
the  four  main  geographical  areas  were still smaller,  in fact virtually zero. 
Measured  in constant prices,  on  the  other  hand,  Northern  Italy - especially the 
North-East  - recorded  a  slightly greater rate of growth  than  the  Centre  or 
South.  These  different trends  between  the  current  and  constant prices arise 
from  the utilization of specific price  indices  by  the Statistical Office  for 
each  main  region in Italy - contrary to  the  practice in  the  other Member  States. 
North-West 
North-East 
Centre 
South 
Italy 
Table  17 
Average  annual  growth of  GDP  at market  prices  between 
1957  and  1966  in  the  four  main  geographical  areas 
Growth  rate 
Current  prices  Constant 
' 
prices 
%  Nat.av.  = 100  %  Nat.av.  = 
9.38  98.9  5.81  104.3 
9.50  100.2  5.96  105.9 
9.78  103.2  5.35  96.1 
9.38  98.9  5.09  91.4 
9.48  100  5.57  100 
100 - 145-
3.  The  development of differences 
(a)  Between  the basib  regions 
In  the  period under  review,  the abovementioned  trend led  to  a  slight 
narrowing of gaps  between  the  19  regions  (see  appended  Table  R II 3). 
Table  18 
GDP  at market  pric.es per  capita of  the  basic regions 
(Italy = 100) 
Regional  Regional  Difference  Coefficient 
minimum  maximum  of variation 
1957  48.4  173.1  124.7  6.4o4 
(50.3)+  (169~3)+  (119.0)+ 
1966  49.6  148.1  98.5  0.335 
(51.7)+  (146.7)+  (95.0)+ 
+GDP  per head  of  estimated present-in-area (de ~)  popuiation. 
The  above  table  shows,  in fact,  that: 
(i)  The  difference between  the  extreme  indices declined,  from  124.7 in 1957 
to  98.5 in  1966.1  Calabria still had  the  smallest index 'in 1966, bt,tt  the 
region  with  the  maximum  index was  Lombardia instead of Valle  d'Aosta. 
(ii)  In the  same  period,· the  coefficient of variation,  which  covers all regions, 
also  declined. 
1It should be  said that,  in  terms  of absolute  figures,  the  difference  between 
the smallest and  highest  products  per  capita (Calabria and  Lombardia 
respectively)  increa'sed in  the  same  period,  from Lit,  382  600  to  Lit, ·735  500 
in 1966.  In  the  present  case,  Calabria  would  have·had  an  annual  growth rate 
of  17.4% at  ct,trrent  prices;  instead of  the  9.0% actuaiiy' achieved·,  so  as  not 
to fall  further  behind  Lombardia in absolute.figures.  ·It would  have  had  to 
have  an annual  growth rate of  14.2%  to  maintain its position in respect of  the· 
national average.  ·  ' - 146-
Finally,  this  trend  towards  convergence  is revealed  by  the  coefficient of 
correlation between  the  product  per  capita in  1957  and  the  growth  rate of  the 
total  product  between  1957  and  1966.  As  shown  by  the  enclosed  graph,  the 
regression line is inclined  to  the left and  the  coefficient is -0.693. 
It should  be  emphasized  that  the  closer alignment  is due  mo.re  to  slower 
growth  in the  high-index regions  (Liguria,  Piemonte,  Valle  d'Aosta)  than  to 
faster  growth in  the  low-index regions.  This is also  due,  at least in part,  to 
demographic  factors  - that is to  say,  a  slower population increase in  the  South 
than  in  the North- mainly as  a  result of migration.1 
1. 
2. 
3· 
Table  19 
Growth  between  1957  and  1966  of regions 
classified according  to  GDP  per  capita 
GDP  per  Annual  growth rate 
capita  % 
1957 
(Lit.  1 000)  Aggregate  Product 
product  per capita 
7  regions  with lowest 
GDPs  per  capita  217.1  9.38  9.04 
6  regions  with  average 
GDPs  per  capita  333.4  9.52  9.28 
6  regions  with 
highest  GDPs  per 
7.98  capita  494.0  9.51 
Italy  353.2  9.48  8.70 
GDP  per  capita in 
1966 
Lit.  Index 
1 000  1957  =  100 
473.1  218 
740.8  222 
986.2  200 
746.9  211 
1Furthermore,  if the  indic~s calculated for  the  estimated present-in-area  (de 
facto)  population  (figures in brackets)  show  a  difference of level  but not--
trends,  this is because  in the·absence of precise  data  the  de  facto  population 
had  to  be  es'timated  by applying to  the  normally resident  (de  jure)  population 
the  same  correction  coefficient  for  the  two  years. "'  c• 
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Classification of  the  regions into  thre~categories, in ascending order 
of product  per  capita (see  above  table)  throws  more  light on  the  trend  which 
has  just been  described.  The  regions  with  the  lowest  figure  increased their 
total product slightly slower  than  the other  two  groups,  but  their product 
per  capita slightly faster. 
{b)  At  the level of  the  regions  and  the  main  geographical  areas 
(i)  The  analysis of differences  between  main  regions,  in particular  the  four 
main  areas 1  is of special interest in  view  of the  importance  of  the 
Mezzogiorno  problem in the  national  and  Community  context. 
The  following  table  gives  for  1957,  1966  and  1969  the  gross  domestic 
product  per  capita indices at  market  prices  and at  the  net  domestic 
product  at  factor  cost.  It shows  that  deviations  from  the  national  average 
have  been  reduceq,  but  mainly  due  to  the  reduction of  the  maximum  index 
in  the  North-West  (the position of  the  South  improved  only very slightly).
1 
As  at  the level of the  basic regions,  this slight improvement  by  the 
South is at least partially attributable to  population factors,  more 
particularly migration. 
1rn  abso1ute  terms,  this difference  has  of  course  increased  for  the  reasons 
already mentioned  when  dealing  with  the  basic regions.  To  prevent  an  increase 
in  the  absc;>lute  gap  between Northern  and  Southern Italy, .the latter would  have 
had  to  have  had  an  annual  growth  rate  between  1957  and  1966  of  14.6%,  instead 
of the  9%  actually achieved  (at  current prices).  Similarly,  the  South  would 
have  had  to  achieve  an annual  growth rate of  12,2%  to  prevent  an  increase in 
the  gap  between it and  the  national  average. 1.  GDP  at 
- 148-
Table  20 
Domestic  product  per  ear-ita in  the  four  main  geographical 
areas  (national  average  =  100) 
Regional  minimum  Regional  maximum  Difference 
market 
per capita 
prices 
1957  61.5  153·3  91.8 
1966  63.3  142.3  79.0 
1969  64.0  139.7  75.7 
--------·-------------·  -~---------------- ------w-----------•- ------------------
2.  NDP  at {.tctor costs  per cap  a 
1957  66  145  79 
1966  66  136  70 
1969  67  133  66 
(ii)  As  in some  other M.ember  States,  gross  products at market  prices  differ 
appreciably less than net  products at factor  cost,  whilst  the  index of  the 
South  increases and  that of  the  North-West  falls. 
An  examination  of past  trends  shows  that  the  index  for  the  South 
based  upon  the  GDP  at  market  prices  has  increased  somewhat  more  than  that 
based upon  the  NDP  at factor  costs. 
(iii)  With  a  view  to  giving a  complete  picture in comparison  with  the  other 
Member  States,  the  following  table gives  the  differences between  the  11 
main  statistical regions  as  measured  by  the  indices of  the  two  types  of 
product. 
This  table bears  out  the  findings  of  the  examination of  trends at  the 
level of the  four  main  areas. 1. 
- 149-
Table  21 
Domestic  product  per  capita in  the  11  main  regions 
(national average = 100) 
Regional  minimum  Regional  maximum 
GDP  at market  prices 
per capita 
1957  55.3  156.7 
1966  60.3  148.1 
1969  61.1  146.4 
------------------------ ------------------ -------------------
2.  NDP  at factor costs 
per capita 
1957  59·5  148.7 
1966  63.6  138.9 
1969  64.7  137·3 
4.  The  share of  the  regions  in  the  gross  national  domestic  product 
Difference 
101.4 
87.8 
85.3 
----------------
89.2 
75·3 
72.6 
The  contribution of all regions  to  the  total nation<>.!  GDP  is given in 
Table  R  V  3·  It can  be  seen  tnat  Lombardia  provided  nearly 22%  of the  total 
domestic 'product  in 1957  and  slightly more  by  1966. 
At  the level of  the  main  goegraphical  areas,  the  distribution has  not 
changed  substantially.  The  North-West  is still the  leading region,  with  38% 
of  the  total,  while  the  shares of  the  other main  geographical  areas  - especially 
the South  ~ have  hardly changed. - 150-
IV.  Regional  product  in Belgium 
At  varying  intervals,  the Institut National .de  Statistique  (INS)  computes 
the  gross  domestic  product at  factor  cost  for  the  nine  provinces.  These  figures 
are available  for  the  years  1955  to  1968.1  The  figures  are obtained  by  breaking 
down  on  a  regional basis  the  added  values of all branches  of activity,  so·  that 
the  total figure  for  the  provinces is the  same  as  the  total national  figure  used 
in national accounts. 
To  ensure  a  measure  of chronological  comparability with  the  data of  the 
other Member  States,  the  period of reference  used  in this chapter is, in 
principle,  the  period  from  1957  to  1966.  1968 also  serves as  a  reference  period, 
so  as  to  include  the latest data. 
A problem is created  by  the  fact  that  INS  has  very recently completed  a 
revision of  the  national  accounts,  though  this only affects the  years  1963  to 
1969.  The  old  and  the  new  figures  differ less  than  1%.  In.this chapter,  the 
old series is used  to  study  the  period  1957  to  1966  and  the  new  data for 
subsequent. years.  But  the  indicators  employed  should  not  be  affected by  this 
change. 
The  available  figures  afford  a  basis  for  the  successive  examination of: 
(a)  Level  and  evolution  of  product  per capita 
(b)  The  growth of  the  total regional  product 
(c)  The  development  of  the  differences  between  the  regions 
(d)  Regional  shares  in  the  total national  domestic  product. 
Statistical Bulletin of  INS  No.  12/66,  3/68/3-4-71. - 151-
As  in  the  other  Member-:States.,  the  figures  are  broken  down  by basic 
regions  (provinces).  In several  case~ they are also  broken  down  into larger 
units  (the  three  main  geographical  areas),  so  as  to ·ensure  comparability with 
the other Member  States. 
1.  Initial situation 
The  annexed  Table  R  I  4  gives  the  gross  domestic  product at factor  costs 
per capita in 1957  of  the  nine  provinces and  the  three  main  geographical  areas, 
and  their indices in relation to  the  national  average. 
Thes,e  data are recapitulated in  the  following  comparison,  which  shows  the 
minimum  and  maximum  figures,  the  difference  between  them  and  the  coefficients of 
variation for all regions. 
Absolute  figures 
(Bfrs.) 
Indices 
Table  22 
GDP  at factor  cost  per  capita in 1957 
(at  the level of  the  nine  provinces) 
National  Regional  Regional  Haximum 
average  minimum  maximum  differ.ence 
51  700  39  300  64  700  25  4oo 
100.0  76.0  125.1  49.1 
I 
Coefficient 
of  variation 
) 
) 
)  o.  184 
) 
) 
It can  be  seen that in  1957  there  was  a  difference of 49.1  index points 
between  the provinces  with  the  highest  and  the lowest  indices  (Brabant  and 
Limbourg respectively). 
The  GDP  per  capita was  above  the  national average  in  the  three  most 
heavily industrialized provinces  - Brabant,  Liege  and  Antwerp. - 152-
As  an  excpetion  to  the  general  rule,  however,  the  difference  between  the 
largest and  smallest  GDP  at factor  cost  per  capita was  bigger at  the level of 
the  three main  geographical  areas  than at the level of  the  nine  regions  (see 
following  table). 
Table  23 
GDP  at factor  cost  per  capita in  1957 
(at  the level of the  main  geographical areas) 
National  Regional  Regional  Maximum 
average  minimum  maximum  difference 
Absolute  figures 
( Bfrs.)  51  700  45  000  72  900  27  900 
Indices  100.0  87.0  141.0  54.0 
This special feature is mainzyattributable  to  the  fact  that  the  Brussels 
region,  counted as  one of  the  main  geographical area,  is smaller  than  the 
province of Brabant,  which is one  of  the  nine  regions. 
The  difference  of  54  index points between  the  North  and  the  Brussels area 
highlights the  importance  of  the  capital  for  the  economic  activity of the  country. 
In  the  same  year,  the  difference  between  the  South  (100,8)  and  the 
North  (87.0)  regions  was  13.8 index points. 
2.  Regional  economic  growth 
The  annexed  Table  R II 4  gives,  for  1957  and  1966,  the  GDF  at factor  costs 
and  the  average  annual  regional  growth  rate at current  and at  constant  prices. 
The  table  shows  that in  the  period in question  the  annual  national  growth 
rate  was  6.2%  at current  and  3.7%  at constant prices.  Regional  growth rates 
ranged  from  4.2%  in Hainaut  (2,6% at constant prices)  to  7.2%  in the province 
of Antwerp  (4.~~ at constant prices).1 
1These  rates are determined  to  some  extent, of course,  by  the  reference  years 
adopted,  I - 153-
The  lowest rates of increase were  recorded in the provinces of Hainaut  and 
Liege,  where  extractive and  heavy industries are  predominant  which  have  been 
affected more  and  more  intensively by structural  changes.  Indeed,  these  two 
regions  had  a  smaller total product in absolute  terms  in  1959  than  in  1957. 
As  against  this,  port facilities and  an  abundant  labour supply may  have 
contributed to  the particularly substantial growth  rate  recorded  in  the  provinces 
of Antwerp and  Limbourg. 
If we  group  the provinces in three  main  geographical  areas,  we  find  that 
the  Southern area grew less  than  the  national average  and less than  the  two 
other main geographical  areas.  This  tendency is substantiated by  the  annexed 
Table  R  III 4,  which  classifies  the  provinces in the ascending order of their 
growth rates and  shows  that greater growth  occurred in Northern regions  than in 
those in  the  South. 
3.  The  development  of differences 
The  differing regional  growth rates  from  1957  to  1966  slightly widened  the 
scatter of the  GDPs  per  capita of  the  provinces  around  the  national  average 
(see  table  below). 
1957 
1966 
1968 
Table  24 
GDPs  of the provinces at factor  costs per  capita 
Belgium = 100 
Regional  Regional  Naximum 
minimum  maximum  difference 
76.0  125.1  49.1 
(76.0)+  (113.3)+  (37·3)+ 
73.3  126.6  53·3 
(73.3)+  (109.8)+  (36.5)+ 
73.4  125.2  51.8 
(73.4)+  (113.6)+  (40.2)+ 
+Excluding  Brabant. 
Coefficient 
of variation 
0.184 
(0.152)+ 
0.191 
(0.151)+ 
0.190 
(0.154)+ - 154-
It follows  from  the  table  that  the  period  1957/66  saw  a  slight increase 
in the  differ.ence  between  the  region  with  the highest GDP  at factor  cost per 
capita  (Brabant)  and  the  region  with  the  lowest  value  (Limbourg  in 1957, 
Luxembourg  in  1966),  The  same  pattern is revealed  by  the latest.figures  (1968), 
though. these  again bring out  the role of short-term economic  movements. 
The  coefficient of variation increased  from 0.184  to  0.190  and  then  to 
0.191  in  1966,  and  thus  indicated an  increase in regional  disparities. 
A calculation of  the  correlation between  the size of  the  regional  product 
per  capita and  the  regional  growth rate tells us  nothing of significance, 
However,  if we  divide  the  provinces  into  two  categories on  the  basis of 
their GDP  per  capita in  1957  (see  table below),  we  find  that  the  five  provinces 
with  the  lowest  GDP  per  capita grew at  a  slightly faster rate  than  the other 
four  provinces.  This  trend  failed  to  narrow differences  because  these  do  no·t 
·involve any order of regions,  and  because  the  average  rates of  the  two 
·categories were  hardly representative.  In  the first  category,  for  instance,  the 
growth rates of Limbourg  and  Luxembourg  were  7.2%  and  5.2%  respe>ctively, 
Table  25 
Growth  between  1957  and  1966  of regions  cla$sified according 
to  GDP  per  capita 
(current prices) 
GDP  per  capita  Growth  rate  GDP  per  capita 
in  1957  of total  GDP  in 1966 
(Bfrs.  '000)  ("/o) 
Total  figure  for  five 
provinces with lowest 
GDP  per  capita  42.1  6.4"/o  70.2 
Total  for  four  provinces 
with largest  GDP  per 
capita  57.6  6.1"/o  91.2 - 155-
At  the level of  the  three main geographical  areas,  there  was  likewise  a 
slight increase  in  the  difference  petween  extreme  indices  during  the period under 
review.  The  changes  in figures  between  1966  and  1968  again  illustrate the 
importance  of short-term  economic  movements. 
1957 
1966 
1968 
Table  26 
GDP  at  factor  cost  per  capita  (of  the  three  main 
geographical  areas) 
Belgium = 100 
Regional  Regional 
minimum  maximum 
87.0  141.0 
(North•rn region)  (Brussels region) 
90.5  145.5 
(Southern region)  (Brussels  region) 
87.4  143.8 
(Southern region)  (Brussels region) 
Difference 
54.0 
55-0 
56.4 
This  increase is mainly  due  to  the  persistence of a  higher  economic  growth 
rate in the Brussels region  than in the  country as  a  whole.  If  we  exclude  the 
Brussels region,  we  find  (see  Table  R  I  4)  that  the Flemish region  caught  UF 
with  the  Walloon  region  and  even  outstripped it in  1968. 
As  shown  by  Table R V 4,  the  share of the  individual  provinces  in  the  total 
national  product  has  changed  as  a  result of  the irregular growth  of  the  regions. 
The  percentage  share  of  each Northern  province  and  of  the  corresponding  main 
geographical  area itself, has  increased  together  with  that of the Brussels region, 
while  the  contribution of  the  main  geographical  area of  the South declined  by  4%. - 156-
V.  Regional  product  in  the 
Netherlands 
Aggregates  established  when  the  five-yearly  input-output  tables  were 
compiled exist at the  moment  for  the  11  Dutch  regions  for  the  years  1960  and  1965.1 
These  tables  show  that  the  gross  domestic  product at market  prices,  referred 
to  in this chapter,  is the  sum  total of  the  added  values of  the  various  branches 
of activity in  each  region,  excluding  the  following:  firstly,  the activities of 
Dutch  entities abroad  (sea and  air transport,  diplomatic  representations  and 
armed  services abroad)  and,  secondly,  the activities of  the  national authorities 
which  cannot  be  broken  down  by  regions  (armed  forces,  national  education,  social 
security,  etc.).  In  1965  such "extra-territorial" activities and  those  which 
cannot  be  broken  down  by regions  accounted  for  2.1%  of the national  gross  domestic 
product. 
Although  the period  for  which  regional  data are available is fairly short 
(1960  and  1965) and  not at all  recent,  regional  variations  from  the  national average 
and  trends  over  the  period  in question are  discussed  below  on  the lines  followed 
for  the  other !1ember  States. 
1.  Initial situation 
The  annexed  Table  R  I  5  gives  the  gross  domestic  product  per  capita at market 
prices  for  the  11  regions in  1960,  and  the  indices of  the  regions  (GNP  per  capita, 
Netherlands=  100).  The  following  table recapitulates these  data,  using  the 
indicators  employed  for  the other  Member  States. 
1Regionale  Rekeningen  1960,  Centraal  Bureau  voor  de  Statistiek 
Regionale  Rekeningen  1965,  Centraal  Bureau  voor  de  Statistiek. - 157-
Table  27 
Gross  domestic  product  per  capita at  the level of  the  basic  regions 
in  1960 
National  Hegional  Regional  Maximum  .Coefficient 
average  minimum  maximum  difference  of variation 
Absolute  figures 
(guilders)  3  589  2  949  4  o48  1 099 
0.1076 
Indices  100.0  82.2  112.8  30.6 
The  difference  between  the  smallest  (Drenthe)  and  largest  (Noord-Holland) 
GDPs  per  capita and  the  coefficient of variation  were  less  than in other  Eember 
States of  similar  size and  structure,  e.g.  Belgium. 
As  was  to  be  expected,  at  the level  of  the  four  maiR  geographical  areas  (see 
table  below),  the  difference  between  the  extremes- North  and  West- was  smaller 
than  that at the level of  the  basic  regions. 
Table  28 
Gross  domestic  product of  the  4  main  geographical  areas  in 1960 
National.  Regional  Regional  ~:aximum 
average  minimum  maximum  difference 
Absolute  figures 
(guilders)  3  589  3  165  3  941  776 
Indices  100.0  88.2  109.8  21.6 
2.  Regional  economic  growth 
The  evolution of  the  GDP  of  the  provinces  and  main  geographical  areas  can 
be  seen in the  annexed  Table  R  II 5,  which  gives,  for  the  two  years  in question, 
the  GDP  at  market  prices  and  the  average  annual  growth  rate at  current  and 
constant  prices. 
It can  be  seen  that  during  the  period  under  review,  the  regional  growth 
rates hardly diverged  from  the  national rate  (10.3%).  The  smallest  increase  (9%) 
was  recorded in  the  province  of  Zeeland,  the largest  (11%)  in  the  province of 
Noord-Brabant. - 158 -
A classification of  the  provinces  by  the  order  of their growth rate  (Table 
R  III 5)  shows  that,  although  the  difference  was  small,  during  the  period under 
review  the outlying provinces  (Zeeland,  Groningen  and  Drenthe)  lagged  behind  the 
provinces of  the  South (Noord-brabant)  and,  above  all,  the  East  (Overijssel, 
Gelderland).  In  the  same  period,  the  province  of  Zuid-Holland  grew slightly 
faster  than  the  national  average. 
At  the level of  the  4  main  geographical areas,  the  East,  West  and  South 
achieved  much  the  same  growth rates while  the  North lagged behind, 
3.  The  development of differences 
The  above-mentioned  slower  growth of  the  Northern regions led  to  an increase 
in  the  difference between  the  regions  with  t~e smallest  and  the largest indices 
(Drenthe  and  Zuid-Holland  respectively)  between  1960  and  1965.  The  scatter of all 
regions  around  the  national average,  as  measured  by  the  coefficient of variation, 
increased  during  the  same  period  (see  table below). 
Table  29 
Gross  domestic  product  at  market  prices  per  capita  (Netherlands  100) 
: 
Regional  Regional  Y~ximum  Coefficient 
minimum  maximum  difference  of variation 
1960  82.2  112.8  30.6  O,lo8 
1965  78.5  114.7  36.2  0,116 
The  classification of provinces according  to  the  size of  the  product  per 
capita  (following table)  shows  that  the  GDP  of  the  five  provinces  with  a  product 
below  the  national average  nevertheless  grew  slightly faster  than  that of  the 
six provinces in which  the  product  per  capita wasabove  the national average 
(10.4%  as  against  10.2%). - 159-
If the  gaps,  nevertheless,  widened,  it is because of  the small  difference 
between  the  average  growth  rates of  the  two  categories and  the  fairly substantial 
differences of  growth rates  within  the  two  categories. 
1. 
2. 
Table  30 
Growth  between  1960  and  1965  of regions  classified according  to  GDP 
per  capita 
GDP  per  capita  Annual  growth  GDP  per  capita 
in  1960  :rate of GDP  (16)  in  1965 
In  guilders  _(:  Index  1960  =  100) 
6  regions  with 
smallest  GDP 
per  capita  3  200.2  10.43  4  849.0  151.5 
5  regions  with 
largest GDP 
per capita  3  868.2  10.19  5  897.6  152.5 
NETHERLANDS  3  589.0  10.28  5  454.0  152.0 
Trends  towards  an  increase  in  the  differencesbetween  the  main  geographical 
areas  were  also  in evidence.  As  indicated  by  the  following  table,  the  index  of 
the Northern area declined slightly while  that of  the  Western  area  increased. 
More  recent data  should  make  it possible  to  verify these  trendB. 
1960 
1965 
Table  31 
GDP  at  market  prices  per  capita of  the  four  main  geographical 
areas  (national  average  = 100) 
Regional  minimum  Regional  maximum  Difference 
88.2  109.8  21.6 
86.7  111.1  24.4 
4.  The  share  of the  regions  in the  gross national  domesttc  product 
Table R  V 5  breaks  down,  for  1960  and  1965,  the  national  gross  domestic 
product  by  provinces  and  main  geographical  areas.  As  the  table shows,  there  were 
only insignificant  changes  during this period.  In  particular,  the  West  maintained 
its high  percentage  (52.2%)  of  the  national product. - 160-
VI.  The  product  of the  Grand  Duchy of  Luxembourg 
For  the  purposes of this analysis at  the level of  100  regions, 
Luxembourg  is considered as  a  single region.  The  product  and  income  data  compiled 
by  STATEC  is only available  for  the  country as  a  whole  and  does  not  allow  an 
analysis of the  internal  regional  disparities which  do,  of course,  exist. 
To  allow a  comparison  with  the  other  Member  States,  the analysis of the 
trend of  the gross  domestic  product  at  market  prices refers  to  the  period  from 
1957  to  1966.  More  recent  figures  are  added  to  show  developments  in  the last  few 
years. 
The  annexed  Table  R  I  6  indicates  that in  1957  the  GDP  per  capita was 
Lfrs.  73  167.  Between  1957  and  1966,  the  annual  growth  rates at  current  prices 
were  5.0%  for  the  aggregate  GDP  and  4.0%  for  the  GDP  per  capita.1 
This  fairly low  growth  rate is particularly attributable  to  the  selection 
of  1966  as  the  year  of reference,  for  there  was  a  fairly marked  slowdown  in 
economic  activity in  the  1965-67  period.  Economic  activity picked  up  sharply 
right  from  the  end  of  1957,  thanks  to  an  increase in steel output  and  the 
establishment  of new  plants,  and  between  1966  and  1970  the  annual  growth  rate 
was  running at  9.5%  for  the  aggregate  G~P and  9.1%  for  the  GDP  per  capita  (current 
prices). 
In  the  1960-69  period  for  which  both  current  and  constant  price data are 
available  the  average  growth rate of  the  aggregate  GDP  was  6.8%  (current  prices) 
and  3.4%  (constant  prices),  while  that  of  the  GDP  per  capita was  5.9%  (current 
prices)  and  2.5/~  (conotant  prices). 
1It was  impossible  to  calculate  constant  price  data  for  this period  owing  to  the 
lack of information  about  the  price  trend  in  the  years  before  1960. - 161-
C,  General  survey at  Commu::i.ty  le·;el 
==============~========~========= 
1.  Main  conclusions  to  be  drawn  from  the  trends  in  the  ~:ember States 
Conclusions  can  be  drawn  for  the  Community  as  a  whole  from  the  results 
obtained  for  each  Member  State.  Differences  between  the  number  and  size of 
regions  have  of  course  a  substantial  impact of  these  results. 
(a)  At  the  beginning of  the  period  under  consideration  and at  the  level of  the 
basic  regions,  the  range  of regional  economic  situations in the  individual 
Member  States  was  as  follows: 
Table  32 
GDP  or  income  per  capita  (national  average  100) 
Maximum  Coefficient 
l·iinimum  ~iaximum  difference  of variation 
Germany  (FR)  (1957)  57.5  170.5 
(133.2)+ 
113.0 
(75.7)+ 
0.262 
(0.206)+ 
France  (1962)  81.4  154.8  73.4  0.166 
Italy (1957)  48.4  173.1  124.7  0.404 
Belgium  ( 1957)  76.0  125.1  49.1  0.184 
Netherlands  (1960)  82.2  112.8  30.6  0.107 
+Excluding City Lander. 
The  maximum  differences  and  coefficients of  variation  were  particularly 
large in Italy;  they varied  fairiy sharply in Germany,  depending  on  whether  the 
City Lander  were  included or not;  they  were  relatively small  in France,  where 
the  coefficient of variation  was  even  smaller  than  that of  Belgium, - 162-
The  maximum  differences  between  the  main  geographical areas  were  as  follows: 
Table  33 
Smallest  Largest  Maximum 
difference 
Germany  (FR) 
Middle  West 
89.5  115.0  25.5 
Wes~  Paris region 
France  86.8  154.8  68.0 
So 11th  North-West 
Italy  61.5  153.3  91.8 
North  Brussels region 
Belgium  87.0  141.0  54.0 
North  West 
Netherlands  88.2  109.8  21.6 
As  has  been  stressed repeatedly,  there is generally in  each  Member  State 
a  greater  difference  between basic  regions  than  between  main  geographical  areas. 
This  is particularly so  in Germany,  where  the  basic units are  more  numerous 
and  fairly heterogeneous;  Belgium is an  exception  to  this rule,  more  particularly 
because  the  Brussels region is treated as  a  main  geographical  area. 
(b)  In  the  decade  under  consideration,  differences  between  the  basic  regions 
developed as  follows  in the  Member  States: 
Germany  (FR)  ( 1957/66) 
France  ++  ( 1962/67) 
Italy  (1957/66) 
Belgium  (1957/66) 
Netherl3r,ds  ( 1960/65) 
+Excluding City Lander. 
++Income. 
Table  34 
Product  per  capita 
nation~l average =  100 
from  113.0  to  108.2 
(75.7  to  54.3)+ 
from  73.4  to  75.8 
from  124.7  to  98.5 
from  49.1  to  53.3 
from  30.6  to  36.2 
Coefficient 
of variation 
from  0.262  to  0.229 
(0.206  to  0.177)+ 
from  0.166  to  0.172 
from  o.4o4  to  0.335 
from  0.184  to  0.191 
from  0.107  to  0.116 - 163-
Differences whether measured by  the maximum  difference or the coefficient of varia-
tion diminished in two  countries,  namely  the Federal  Republic of Germany  and  Italy and 
increased slightly in France,  Belgium  and  the Netherlands.  In view,  however,  of the nature 
of the figures  in France  and  the very short  period of observation for Fr·ance  and  the 
Netherlands,  results must  be compared  with extreme caution. 
The  maximum  differences between the main  geographical  areas,  for which  recent 
figures  are  available,  developed  as  follows 
Germany  (FR)  from  25.5  (1957)  to 10,2  (1966)  to 6.9  (1970) 
France  from  68.0  (1962)  to 70.6  (1967) 
Italy  from  91.8  (1957)  to 79.0  (1966)  to 75·7  (1969) 
Belgium  from  54.0  (1957)  to 55o0  (1966)  to 56.4  (1968) 
Netherlands  from  21.6  (1960)  to 24.4  (1965). 
It can be  seen that the trends identified at the level of the basic regions also 
occur at this level,  also their intensity varies  :  reduction of differences. in the Federal 
Republic of Germany  and  Italy,  minimal  increase  (almost no  change)1  in France,  Belgium  and 
the Netherlands. 
(c)  A closer examination of the two  countries where  convergence  occured,  that is to say  the 
Federal Republic of Germany  and  Italy,  shows  that the causes were different  : 
(i)  In Italy the convergence is mainly attributable to slower growth in the highly 
developed regions  and  to an insignificant rate of growth in low-income  regions;  it may 
be  added  that this small  growth is partially attributable to heavy  emigration. 
(ii)  In the Federal  Republic of Germany,  on  the other hand,  the regions  at the bottom of 
the scale markedly  improved their position,  irrespective of the fact  that,  here  too, 
there was  a  slowdown  in growth in the highly developed regions. 
The  differences in trend are clearly revealed by  a  comparison  in each Member  State 
between  the product  per capita of the regions classified into several groups  according to 
their level and  the average growth rates of these groups  (see  annexed  Table.s  R IV  1,  21  3, 
4,  5). 
(d)  Finally, it is interesting to look at  the regional gaps  from  the point  of view  of the 
respective regional  population.  This  gives us  a  new  index  : 
Ig =  1~0  ~  yi  •  pi  '  f-;-1 
in which  for the regions  i  (~ 1,2,3  •••  N)  y  is the gap  in the index of GDP  per.inhabitant 
at the regional  level  compared  with the average national  and  p  the share of the regional 
population in the total  population of the country concerned.  This  index varies between 
1  Especially,  as  far as the statistical material is concerned, - 164-
the extremes 0  and  1; it increases gradually as the regional gaps  increase and  vice versa. 
Its value,  however,  does  not  depend  solely on  the changes  in the index of GDP  per inhabitant 
but  also  on  the changes  in population shares. 
The  calculation,  based on  Annex  Table R I,  of the index Ig for the various member 
following values  countries for the years 1960  and  1969  gives the 
Country  1960  ~ 
Germany  (FR)  0.1549  0.1503  - 0.0046 
France  0.16o8  0.1603  - 0.0005 
Italy  0.3225  0.2695  - 0.0530 
Belgium  0.1638  0.1582  - o.oo56 
Netherlands  0.1040  0.1127  + o.oo87 
From  the table below  we  see that,  according to this  index also,  the gaps  are particularly 
large in Italy. It shows  us,  furthermore,  that it is Italy that  registered the largest 
narrowing of the gaps.  B,y  breaking up the total  changes  of Ig according to groups  of 
regions  at different  levels  (see Tables R IV  1,3,4,5 that  are to be  found  in the  annex)  we 
arrive at  the following results  : 
~  Group  of regions  I 
Germany  (FR)  - 46  - 42 
Italy  - 530  - 293 
Belgium  56'  28' 
Netherlands  +  87  +  49 
Changes  of Ig 
Group  of regions II 
2 
- 45 
Group  of regions  III 
2 
- 192 
28 
+  38 
For the Federal  Republic this table confirms that the narrowing of,the gaps  is due 
particularly to a  fall in the  index for the group of regions  at the  lowest  level.  In Italy 
however,  as  has  already been seen,  the fall in the  index was  due,  to  a  large extent,  to 
the group of regions  at the higher levels. Although the fall of Ig in the group of regions 
at  the  lower  levels is even more  marked,  classification of this fall according to population 
changes  and  of the indexes  of GDP  per inhabitant  confirms that it was  more  especially the 
first  factor,  i.e. the fall in population share,  which  contributed to the fall in Ig. 
For France changes  in the total of Ig,  which  are, based on  the annexed  Table R I, can be 
due  only to changes  that  have  occurred in the relative population shares  and,  consequently, 
we  have  decided not  to classify them  according to groups  of regions. - 165-
(e)  It should  be  recalled,  finally,  that at  the level of  the  basic regions  the 
absolute  difference  also  increased in Italy and  the Federal Republic  of Germany, 
while at  the  level of  the  main  regions it increased  in Italy but  contracted in 
the  Federal  Republic  of Germany. 
2.  The  trends  at Community  level 
(a)  The  analysis of  regional  differences at Community  level requires  a  triple 
choice  as  regards: 
(i)  The  "product"  definition  used 
(ii)  The  years  of  reference 
(iii)  The  monetary unit  serving as  a  common  denominator. 
(i)  As  regards  the  "product"  definition,  the  following  analysis uses  the  gross 
domestic  product at market  prices,  since  the  regional  aggregates  are  in this  form 
in three  countries  (the Federal Republic  of Germany,  Italy and  the  Netherlands), 
while  the  available  aggregates  are  very close in the other };ember  States. 
Furthermore,  the  points  made  in Point  2  above  have  clearly shown  that  data 
for  the  regional level  using other definitions are  more  uncertain. 
A special  problem arises in France,  however,  where  the.  (partial)  added 
value  of non-financial  enterprises is used. 
(ii)  The  years  1960  and  1969  are  chosen  as  the  years  of reference. 
(iii)  As  regards  the  monetary unit,  the  aeleetion of  the  unit of account  equal  to 
the parity rate of  the  American  dollar,  inevitably raises  problems  of exchange 
rates.  For  the  two  years  1960  and  1969  it seemed  useful  to  use  exchange  rates 
allowing  for  revaluations  and  devaluation.  Changes  in  the  external  value  of  a 
currency clearly have  effects at  regional level.  This  leads  to  a  proportional 
change  in regional  indices in  each  country,  and  added  to  changes  in list positions 
attributable  to  different  growth  rates. - 166-
'rhe  following  approach is adopted,  so as  to  harmonize as  far as possible 
the  definitions and  time  factors  of regional data available  in the  Nember  States: 
(i)  In Belgium,  where  data  only exist  for  the  GDP  at factor  cost,  the 
structure  of regional  indices  calculated  on  the  basis is applied to  the 
national  GDP  at market prices;  the  1968  regional indices are  renewed  for 
1969. 
(ii)  In  the  Netherlands,  the  regional indices  for  1  ~65 are  renewed  for  '1969. 
(iii)  In ]'ranee,  the  indices  for  '1962  are applied to the  GDP  at market  prices of 
1 960  and  1 9 6  ~. 
The  weaknesses  of such an approach are stated in Point  A(2)  above.  The 
results and  figures are  set out  in  the  following  table. 
(b)  On  the  basis of these  hypotheses  and  allowing  for  the  qualifications,  the 
differences  between  the  19  main  regions  developed as  follows  between  1\160  and 
'1969: 
Table  35 
l1aximum  Coefficient 
l''iinimum  Maximum  difference  of variation 
1960  3i.J..9  155.2  120.3  0.308 
1969  42.4  149.8  107.4  0.262 
It can  be  seen that  the  maximum  difference  between  the  lowest-income  and 
highest-income  main  geographical areas  (Southern Italy and  the Paris region 
respectively)  has  contracted.  The  same  applies  to  the  coefficients of variation, 
which  give  the  trends  in all regions. 
~he reduction in  the  maximum  difference is clearly  due  to an  increase in 
the  index  for  Southern  Italy but it should be  recalled that  this region  could 
hardly  have  improved its list position within Italy.  So,  the  larger  index is 
due  in large part  to  the  improved  position of Italy as  a  whole  vis-a-vis  the 
other Kember  States. - 167-
Table  36 
GDP  PER  CAPITA  IN  THE  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREAS 
GDP  per capita  GDP  per capita 
Community  = 100  ($) 
1960  1969  1960  1969 
North  123.3  120.7  1  396  2  748 
West  131 .8  122.8  1  492  2  796 
Centre  109.3  115.0  1  257  2  619 
South  1'13.8  114.3  1  288  2  603 
Germany  (FR)  120.5  118.6  1  j64  2  ?00 
Faris region  155.2  149.3  1  757  3  411 
East  121.5  1'1? .3  1  375  2  6'7'1 
West  96.2  92.8  1  089  2  11j 
France  118.0  1'1}. 9  1  336  2  59:. 
North-West  90.4  92.6  1  02j  2  109 
North-East  62.5  71o 1  '108  'I  6'19 
Centre  6"i.6  69.1  69?  1 57) 
South  j4.9  42.4  395  965 
Italy  6'1.2  66.j  693  'I  509 
Flemish region  88 •.  ,  97.8  997  2  227 
Walloon  region  96.2  90.5  1  089  2  061 
Brussels region  144.1  148.8  'I  631  j  388 
Belgium  99.6  103.5  1  128  2  356 
North  79.4  83.2  899  1  894 
East  8o.6  85.3  912  1  942 
West  98.8  106.7  1  118  2  430 
South  84.2  89.0  953  2  027 
Netherlands  90.0  96.0  1  019  2  186 
Grand  Duchy  of Luxembourg  139.8  116.5  1 583  2  649 
EEC  1.oo·.o  100.0  1 132  2  277 - 168-
In principle,  at  Community  level the official data available for a 
comparison  of  basic  regions are  the  data already  mentioned,  except  that  the 
figures  for  the Federal  Republic  of Germany  are  for  1961  ~nd 1966.  This  makes 
the results obtained  for  1969  all  the  more  uncertain. 
On  the  basis of  the  figures  in the  annexed  Table  R  I,  differences 
developed  as  follows: 
Table  37 
Haximum  Coefficient 
Ninimum  Maximum  difference  variation 
1960  25.5  209.7  184.2  0.323 
'1969  _3j.2  209.6  176.4  0.284 
of 
The  di;"ference  between  the  regional  minimum  (Basilicata in 1960,  Calabria 
in 1969)  and  maximum  (Hamburg  in  both years)  contracted somewhat,  owing  to  the 
increase  in  the  former  figure. 
The  fairly sharp  reJuction  in  the  coefficient of variation indicates that 
this  was  a  general  trend  and  not  an  isolated phenomenon. 
It should  be  noted  that  the  rise  of  the  Italian regions  with  minimum 
indices  and  that of Southern  Italy,  is largely attributable  to  the  improved 
position of  the  country as a  whole  v'is-a-vis  the  other  hember States. 
It should also  be  noted  that  the  absolute  differences  increased at  the 
levels of  both  the  main  geographical areas and  the  basic  regions. 
1 
See  point  A 3b. D  I 
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GERJIANY  (F.R.)  Table  I  1 
SURFACE  AREA,  TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION, 
LAND  AND  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA  ( 1950,  1961  and  1967) 
Su:l'face  Population  (in 1  000)  Density of 
area  population 
sq.km  13.9.  195-'  6.6.  1961  31.1:?.1967  per sq,km 
1961 
Ba1sio  region and 
Land; 
SCHLESIHG-HOLSTEIN  15  658  2 594.6  2 317.4  2 499.7  148 
HAMBURG  747  1  605.6  . 1 832.3  1 83:?.6  2 452 
NIEDERSACHSEN  47  404  6 797.4  6 640.9  6 993.2  140 
R.B.  Hannover  6 566  1  385,4  1 453,2  1 518.3  221 
Hildesheim  5  218  1 017.6  943.8  964.4  181 
Luneburg  10  983  992.3  953.1  1 043.6  87 
Stade  6 726  654.0  581,0  616.3  86 
Osnabriick  6 206  680.7  710.7  758.6  115 
Aurich  3 138  385,0  369.2  395.6  118 
Brnunschweig  3 121  871.5  855.7  86:?,8  274 
Oldenburg  5 445  810,9  774.2  833.5  142 
BREMEN  404  558.6  706.4  751.8  1 749 
NURDRHEIN-WESTFALEN  34  039  13  207.0  15  911.8  16  842.6  467 
ii.B.  DUsseldorf  5 494  4  305.6  5  379,0  5  605.2  979 
Koln  3 980  1  668,6  2 126.4  2.392.7  534 
Aachen  3 122  781.4  942.6  1 Ol5.5  302 
Miinster  7  298  1  910,2  .2  259.9  2 389.9  310 
Detmold  6 475  1 499.5  1 606.0  1 720.0  248 
Arnsberg  7 669  3 041.7  3 597,9  3 719,3  469 
HESSEN  21  110  4  323,tl  4 814.4  5  262.7  228 
R.B.  Darmstadt  6 301  1  339.9  1 550.2  1 767,7  246 
Wiesbaden  5  610  1 722.9  2 007.8  2 156,2  358 
Kassel  9 199  1  261,0  1  256.4  1  338.8  137 
RHEINLAND-PFALZ  19  831  3 004.8  3 417.1  3 625.4  172 
R.B.  Koblenz  6 377  899.8  1.012,2  1 083,7  159 
Trier  4  887  428,8  459.3  476.7  94 
Montabaur  1  783  239.8  255.4  277.0  143 
Rheinhessen  1  336  385.3  449.2  484.4  336 
Pfalz  5 448  1  051.1  1  241·0  l  303,5  228 - 177-
GERMANY  (F.R.)  (Cont'd) 
Table  I  1 
SURFACE  AREA,  TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION, 
LAND  AND  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA  ( 1950,  1961  and  1970) 
Surface  1
1 
J>opu1ation  (in 1  000)  I Density of 
area  1-------,,-----.--------j, population 
sq.km  I  I  per sq,km  I  13.9.19~0  6.6.1961  I  31.12.1967  1961 
-Basic  region and 
Land: 
BADEN.,.WVRTTEMBERG 
I 
35  750  ! 
I 
6  430.2  1 
i 
7 759,2  I 
I 
I  I  I  8  565.5  l 
R.B.  10  581  NordwUrttemberq  I  ?  440. 1  I  3  037.8  I  3  333,7  I 
217 
287 
331 
163 
Nordbaden  I  5  1?1  1
11 
1  467.7  !  1  697,0  I  1  848.6 
11  Siidbaden  I  9  956  1  338.7  I  1  6?6, 2  1  1  816,9 
SiidwUrtt.Hohenzol.10 092  I'  1  183,7  I  1398.2  1,  1  566,3  I  139 
1-------+--------r-------r---------r'------~ 
I  70  "48  !  9  184.5  i  9  515.5  I  10  280.4  I 
R. B.  Oberbo.yern  ,,  16 :39  I  2  456. 2  !  2  754.7  !  3  143,0  ; 
Niederbayern  10  754  J  l  081,1  I  961,6  998.1  1
1  Oberpfa1z  9  646  I  896.9 
1
1  890,0  939.7 
Oberfranken  7  497  !  1  115,8  1  1  086.7  1  108,6  I 
~littelfranken  7  624  1  284.3  I  1  374.9  1  456,8  II 
Unterfranken  8  488  1  038.1  1  1  089.6  1  170,4 
1 
Schwaben  10  200  1  312,1  I 1  358.0  _J  1  463.8  I 
BAY~~HN 
1  131.3  I  2  568  St-ARLAND  955.4  1  1  012.o  1 
I  I 
BEHLIN  (WEST)  480  2  147_0  1  2  197.4  1  2  163.3 
I 
135 
169 
89 
92 
145 
180 
128 
133 
418 
4  585 
ALLE.1·1AGNE  (F .R.)  l-2-4-8  -5-40--t~--50-80_8_._9-ir---5-6_1_8_4_.  9-+~--59_9_48_._5--;-'--22-6--t 
- Main  geographical!  I  I  I 
aNrOeRaTHs  I  I  J  I  64  213  I  11  556.2  11  497.0  I 12  077.3 
WEST 
1  34  039 
1
,  13  207,0  15  911.8  16 84?. 6 
CENTRE  '!  43  509  8  284,0  9  304,1  ',,  10 019.4 
SOUTH  106  298  I  15  614.7  17  274.7  18  845.9 
I 
179 
467 
214 
163 - 178-
GERMANY  (F.R.)  Table  D I  la 
SURFACE  AREA,  TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION,  LAND 
AND  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA  ( 1969) 
Surface  Population (in 1000  Density of 
area  population 
sq.km  30.6.1969  per sq.km 
- Basic  region and 
1269 
Land: 
SGHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN  15  676  2 546.5  162 
HAMBURG  747  1 818.6  2 435 
NIEDERSACIISEN  47  411  7 067.2  149 
H.B.  Ha.nnover  6  567  1 530.7  233 
llild ..  hdlll  5 218  969.7  186 
Luneburg  10  983  1 063.8  91 
Stade  6 726  623.3  93 
Osnabr!ick  6 206  768,9  124 
Aurich  3 144  402.6  128 
Braunschweig  3 121  863.5  277 
Oldenburg  5 446  844.7  155 
JlRJ;.'MEN  404  755.3  1 870 
NORDRI!EIN-WESTFALEN  34  039  17  039.4  501 
R.B.  D'Jeseldorf  5 501  5 664.4  1  030 
K"oln  3 999  2 451.1  613 
Aaohen  3 103  1 024,1  330 
MUnster  7  208  2 4o8.6  334 
Detmold  6 478  1 744.3  269 
Arnsberg  7  650  3 746.9  490 
!lESSEN  21  110  5 379.1  255 
R. B,  Darmstadt  ll 911  4 025.8  338 
Kassel  9 199  1 353.3  147 
RHEINLAND-PFALZ  19  837  3 659.5  184 
R.B.  Koblenz  8  257  1 372,5  166 
Trier  4  757  474.6  100 
Rheinhessen-Pfa1z  6 823  1 812.4  266 - 179-
GERMANY  (F.R.)  Table  D I  la 
SURFACE  AREA,  TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION, 
LAND  A!W  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA  ( 1969) 
Surface  Population (in 1000)  Density of 
area  30.6.1969 
population 
sq.lan  pe~lan 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
BADEN-WUERTTEMBERG  35  750  8  822.1  247 
R,B,  Nordw!irttemberg  10  581.  3 448. 3  326 
Nord baden  5 121  1 892.4  370 
SUd baden  9  958  1 867.7  188 
Siidw!irttemberg  10  090  1  613.6  160 
llohenzollern 
BAYERN  70  550  10 490.3  149 
Oberbayern  16  339  3 263.7  200 
Niederbayern  10  755  1  002,8  93 
Oberpfalz  9 647  950.0  98 
· Oberfranken  1  491  1  113,2  148 
Mittelfranken  "i  624  1  481,6  194 
Unterfranken  8 488  1  187 .o  140 
Schwa ben  10  ~00  1  492,0  146 
SAARLAND  2  568  1  129,0  440 
BERLIN  (WEST)  480  2 135,1  4  448 
ALLEMAGNE  248  540  60  842,1  245 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  64  238  12  187,6  190 
WEST  34  039  17  039.4  501 
CENTRE  43  515  10 167,6  234 
SOUTH  106  300  19  312,4  182 FRANCE 
Basic  region: 
Paris area 
Champaene 
Picardie 
Haute  Nonna.ndie 
Centre 
Nord 
Lorraine 
Alsace 
France-Comte 
Basse  Nonna.ndie 
Loire  region 
Bre&aene 
Limousin 
Auvergne 
:'oitou-Charentes 
Aquitaine 
!' idi-Pyrenees 
Bourgoene 
Rhone-A1pes 
Languedoc 
- 180-
Table  D  I  2 
SURFACE  AREA,  TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION, 
AND  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA  ( 1954,  1962  a.nd  1968) 
Surface  Population (in 1  000)  Density of 
area  population 
sq.k:m  1954  1962  1968  pefq~~·km 
12  008  '{  317 ;l  8 469.9  9  2')0.7  705 
25  600  1  133.6  l  206.0  1  279.4  47 
19  411  l  3136.5  l  48<'.4  1 579.4  76 
12  258  1 274.2  1  397.13 
I 
l  497.4  114 
39  061  l  757.9  1  1358.3  1 990.4  48 
12  378  3 375.4  3 659.4  I 
3 815,1  296 
23  540  1 956.0  2 194.1  I  2 274.4  93 
8  310  1  217,6  1  318.1  I  l  412,4  159 
16  189  856.1  928,4  992.5  57 
17  583  1 164.7  1  2013,2  l  260,2  69 
32  126  2 319.4  2 461,6  2 582,0  77 
27  184  2  338.8  2 396.6  2 468.2  88 
16  932  739,9  733.9  736.3  43 
?5  988  1  246.7  1  273.2  1  311,9  49 
25  790  1  393,7  1 451.3  1 481.4  56 
41  407  2  208,9  2  312.5  2  460,2  56 
45  382  1 975.4  2 061,3  2 184.8  45 
31  592  1  374.5  1 439.4  l  502' 6  46 
43  694  3 629.7  4  018,6  4  42 3. 0  92 
27  448  l  449.1  l  554.6  I  1  707.5  57  I 
Provence-Cote  d1Azu 
I 
40  ll8  2 662,0  2 994.0 
I  3 5$.7  75  Corse 
FRANCE  543  998  42  777  2  46  419,6  49  778.5  lf5 
- Main  geographical 
areas : 
PARIS  AREA  12  008  7  317 ,l  8 469.9  9  25C, 7  705 
IIEST  298  901  16  594.5  17  311.5  18  182 .9  58 
EAST  233  089  18  865.6  20  638.2  22  344,9  89 FRANCE 
-
- 181-
D  I  2a 
TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC. REGION  AND 
MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA 
(1969) 
Population (in 1  000)  Population density 
1 .9  6 9 
per sq.km 
1969 
Basic  region: 
Paris area  9 518  793 
Champagne  1  301  51 
Picardie  1608  83 
Haute  Normandie  1 530  125 
Centre  2 038  52 
Nord  3 842  310 
Lorraine  2 289  97 
Alsace  1 439  173 
Franche-Comt~  1 010  62 
Basse-Normandie  1 276  73 
Loire region  2 616  81 
Bretagne  2 491  92 
Limousin  738  44 
Auvergne  1 321  51 
Poitou-Charentes  1 492  58 
Aquitains  2 481  60 
Midi-Pyr~ne.s  2 193  48 
Bourgogne  1  521  48 
Rh8nes-Alpes  4  516  103 
Languf!<l.oc  1 745  64 
Provenoe-C8te  d'Azur·  3 347  106 
Corse  214  25 
FRANCE  50  526  93 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
PARIS  AREA  9 518  793 
WEST  18  391  62 
EAST  22  617  97 - 182-
ITALY  Table  D  I  3 
SURFACE  AREA,  TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION 1  AND 
MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA  (1951 1  1961  and  1967) 
Surface  Population (in 1  000)  Density of 
area  population 
sq.km  4.11.1951  15.11.  1961  31.12.  1967  per sq.km 
1Q61 
- lla.sio  region: 
Piemonte  25  399  3 518,2  3 914,2  4  261,8  154 
Valle  d'Aosta.  3  262  94.1  101,0  106.9  31 
Li~:uria  5 415  1 561;o  1  735,3  1 859.7  320 
Lombardia  23  804  6 566.2  7 406,2  8 129.9  311 
·rren t ino-A1 to-Ad ig  13  613  728,6  786,0  830.0  58 
v  .. n  .. to  18  377  3 918,1  3 846.6  4 029·5  209 
Friuli Venezia- 7 851  1  226,1 
Giulia  1  204,3  1  227.2  153 
Dnilia-Romagna  22  123  3 544.3  3 666,7  3 797.4  166 
Marc he  9 692  1  364,0  1 347.5  1  356,1  139 
Tooonna.  22  990  3 158.8  3 286,2  3 415,2  143 
Umbria  8 456  803,9  794,7  784,2  94 
Lazio  17  203  3 340,8  3 958.9  4 501,6  230 
Campania  13  595  4 346,3  4  760,8  5  099.8  350 
Abruzzi  10  794  1  277.2  1  206,3  1  214.4  112 
Molise  4 438  406,8  358,0  341.9  81 
l'uslia.  19  347  3 220,5  3 421,2  3 607,8  177 
Basilioata  9 988  627,6  644,3  640,1  65 
'Jc.2.labria  15  080  2 044,3  2 045,0  2 077.6  136 
Sicilia  25  708  4 486,7  4 721,0  4 890,8  184 
Sardegna  24  089  1  276,0  1 419.4  1 484.1  59 
ITALY  301  224  47.515.5  50  623.6  53  656,0  168 
Main  geographical 
area: 
NORTH-WEST  57  880  11  745.5  13  156,7  14  358.3  227 
NORTH-EAST  61  964  9 417,1  9 503 ,6.  9 884.1  153 
CE!TRE  58  341  8  667,5  9  387 ,3  10  057,1  161 
SOUTH  123  039  17  685.4  18  576,0  19  356.5  151 - 183-
ITALY  Table  D  I  3a 
TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION  AND  MAIN 
GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA 
(1968  and  1969) 
Population (in 1  000)  Density of 
31.12,1968  31.12,1969 
population 
per~km 
- Basic  region: 
Piemonte  4  316  5  4  380,5  172 
Valle  d 'Aosta  107.8  108  9  33 
Liguria  1 866.2  1 873,0  346 
Lombardi a  8  231 .7  8  332.3  350 
Trentino Alto Adige  834.7  839.6  62 
Veneto  4 054  0  4  088.3  222 
Friuli Venezia Giulia  1 225.9  1  228  9  157 
Emi lia-Romagna  3 815 .2  3 834.5  173 
Marc he  1  3581  1  363,7  141 
Toscana  3 434.6  3 456 '0  150 
Umbria  783.3  783  1  93 
Lazio  4  565  5  4  635  5  269 
Campania  5 132.9  5 159.0  379 
Abruzzi  1  205,1  1  202  1  111 
Molise  336.0  332.5  75 
Puglia  3 616  1  3 628.9  188 
Basilicata  633,5  626,0  63 
Calabria  2  067. 1  2  057  2  136 
Sicilia  4 867.7  4 876,6  190 
Sardegna  1 488.0  1 495.4  62 
ITALY  53  939.9  54  302  0  180 
- Main  geographical areas: 
NORTH-WEST  14  522  2  14  694. 7  254 
NORTH-EAST  9 929.8  9  991  3  157 
CENTRE  10  141 .  .5  10  238  3  175 
SOUTH  19  346  4  19  377 J  157 BELGIUM 
- Basic  region: 
Ant>(e!'pen 
Brabant 
Oost-V1aanderen 
West-V1aanderen 
Hainaut 
Lieg;e 
Limburg 
Luxembourg 
Namur 
HIM 
- geographioa1 
I 
NORTH 
SOUTH 
BRUSSELS  AlmA 
- 184-
Table  D  I  4 
SURFACE  AREA,  TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION, 
AND  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA 
(  1947,  1961  and  1967) 
Surface  Population (in l  000)  Density of 
area  population 
sq.km  per sq,km 
31.12.1947  31.12.1961  31.12.1967  1961 
2 861  1 281,3  1 443.4  1 518.5  505 
3  369  1 798.5  2 009.2  2 148,5  596 
3 132  1  217.3  1  271.5  1  305,7  427 
2977  996.4  997.9  1  042,6  319 
3 798  1  224,8  1  317.5  1  331,7  347 
3 876  963.9  991,9  1  019.1  256 
2 422  460.4  572,1  638,6  236 
4 418  213.5  216,8  219,4  49 
3  660  356,1  369.4  381.6  101 
30  513  8 512,2  9 189.7  9  605.6  301 
12  560  4  272.2  4  725,6  4  887. 6  376 
16  842  2 823.8  ,  065,3  3 178,4  182 
1 111  1  299.9  1 437.8  1 539,6  1294 
i - 185-
BELGIUM  Table  I  4a 
TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION  AND 
MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA 
(1968  and  1969) 
Population (in 1  000)  Density of 
population per 
31.12.1968  31.12.1969  sq.km  1969 
- Eaa;i.o  region: 
Antwerpen  1  523,3  1  529.8  535 
Braba.nt  2 157.3  2 166,4  643 
Oost-Vlaanderen  1  308.3  1  310,6  418 
West-V1aanderen  1  046,8  1 052.1  353 
Hainaut  1  332,5  1  331.8  351 
LUge  1 017,7  1 016.1  262 
Limburg  644,2  650.3  268 
Lu.xembourg  219.3  219,4  50 
Namur  382.5  383,6  105 
BELGIUM  9 631.9  9 660,1  317 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  4  907,8  4  931,5  393 
SOUTH  3 181, 3  3 183.6  189 
BRUSSELS  .li.REA  1  542.8  1  545,0  1  390 - 186-
NETHERLANDS  Table  D I  5 
SURFACE  AREA,  TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION, 
AND  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA 
(1947,  1960,  1968) 
Surface  Population (in l  000)  Density of 
area  population 
sq.km  per sq.km 
31.5. 47  31.5.60  l.l.  68  1960 
- Basic  region: 
Groningen  2 198  449.9  475.5  511.8  216 
Friesland  3  2?7  459.4  478.9  511.3  148 
Drenthe  2 632  271.9  312.2  354.1  119 
Overijssel  l  3 705  645.3  804.3  895.9  212 
Ge1derland  2  5  419  1 028.1  l  271.1  1  467.0  235 
Utrecht  1  325  549.6  680.7  768.7  514 
Noord-llo11and  2 599  1 769.8  2 057.3  2 215.9  792 
Zuid-llolland  2 770  2 284.1  2 706.8  2 922.5  977 
Zeeland  1  709  260.8  283.5  298.5  166 
Nord-Brabant  4  746  l  180.1  1  495.5  l  725.3  315 
Limburg  2 182  684.1  879.7  985.7  403 
NETHERLANDS)  32  592  9  625  5  11  451  8  12  661.1  351 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  8  057  l  181.1  1  266.6  l  377.2  157 
EAST  9  124  l  673.4  2 075.4  2  362.9  225 
WEST  6  694  4 603.5  5  444.8  5  907.1  813 
SOUTH  8  637  2 125.0  2 658.7  3  009.5  308 
l 
Including  Noord-Oostpolder 
2  Including  Oostelijk Flevoland 
3  Including  Centraal Bevolkingsregister - 187-
NETHERLANDS  Table  D  I  5a 
TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION  AND  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREA 
(1969  and  1970) 
Population (in 1  000)  Density of 
- of populatio~ 
1.1,1969  1,1,1970  per sq.km  - Basic  region:  1,1,1970 
Groningen  514,0  517.3  225 
Friesland  516,4  521,8  154 
Drenthe  359.9  366,6  138 
Overijssel  907,0  920,9  242 
Ge1der1and  1 479.8  1  505,8  300 
Utrecht  784.4  801,3  603 
Noordholland  2 229,9  2  244.5  843 
Zuidholland  2  943,6  2  968.7  l  048 
Zeeland  301,8  305,8  175 
Noord~rabant  1  753,9  1  787,8  363 
Limburg  990.6  998,6  460 
Zuide1ijke Ijsse1meerpolers  12,9  14,9  15 
NETHERLANDS  a  12  798  3  12  957.6  384 
- Main  geographical areas: 
NORTH  1  390.3  1 405,7  174 
EAST  2 399.7  2 441,6  241 
WEST  5 957.9  6 014.5  898 
SOUTH  3 046.3  3 092,2  358 
a  Including "centraal persoonsregister" - 188-
LUXE:.fBOURG  Table  D I  6 
SURFACE  AREA,  TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION, 
(1947,  1960  and 1967) 
Surface area  Population  (in 1 000)  Density of 
per sq.klll  population 
per sq.klll 
31.12.47  31.12.61  31.12. 67  1961 
Basic  region: 
Grand  Duchy  2 586  291.0  314.9  335.2  122 
Table  D I  6  a 
TOTAL  POPULATION  AND  DENSITY  PER  BASIC  REGION 
(1968  and 1969) 
Population  (in 1 000) 
Density of population 
31.12.68  31.12. 69 
per sq.km 
31.12.69 
Basic  region: 
Grand  Duchy  336.5  338.5  131 GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- 189-
Table 
INCREASE  IN,  SHARE  AND  NATURAL  MOVEMENT  OF  POPULATION  PER 
BASIC  REGION  AND  LAND  (1950-68) 
Average  yearly 
D II  l 
increase in %  Share  in %  k  Rate  in % of: 
Ii.rths  Deaths  Nat. uowth 
1950/61  1961/68  1950  1968  1960  - 1967 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
Sr.!ILESWIG-HOLSTEIN  - 1.06  + 1.16  5.11  4.17  1.78  1, 21  0.57 
HAMBURG  + 1. 24  + o.oo  3,16  3,06  1. 43  1,33  0.10 
NIEDEll!JACI!SF:N  - 0,22  + 0.19  13,38  11.66  1,85  1,14  0.71 
R.B.  Hannover  + 0.45  + o.67  2,73  2.53  1.61  1.19  0.42 
llildenheim  - 0.71  + 0.33  2,00  1, 61  1,72  1,17,  0.55 
wneburg  - 0,38  + 1,39  1,95  1.74  1,89  1,12  0.17 
Stade  - 1,11  + 0.90  1,29  1.03  1,92  1.13  0.79 
Onnnbriiok  + 0.40  + 1,00  1, 34  1,26  2,24  1,04  1.20 
Aurich  - 0,39  + 1,05  0,75  0,66  2,16  1,03  1.13 
Braunschweig  - 0.17  + 0,13  1,72  1,44  1,60  1.21  0.39 
Oldenburg  - 0.43  + 1,13  1,60  1,39  2,13  1,10  1.03 
BREI-lEN  + 2.22  + 0.95  1.10  1.25  1.67  1.16  0.51 
NORDRHEIN-WESTFALEN  + 1.75  + 0,87  25.99  28.09  1.78  1.10  0,68 
R,B.  Di.iase1dorf  + 2.10  + 0.63  8.46  9.35  1.68  1.14  0.54 
]('ci1n  + 2.29  + 1.81  3.28  3.99  1.71  1.09  0.62 
Aachen  + 1.77  + 1.14  1.54  1.69  1.83  1.09  0.74 
Hiinster  + 1.58  + o.85  3.76  3.99  2.05  1.02  1.03 
Detmo1d  + 0.64  + 1.05  2.96  2.87  1.84  1.12  0.72 
Arnsberg  + 1.58  + 0.50  5·99  6.20  1.74  1.11  0.63 
!!ESSEN  + 1.01  + 1.36  8.51  8.78  1.70  1.13  0.67 
R,B,  Darmstadt  + 1.37  + 2.02  2.64  2.95  1.75  1.07  0.68 
Wieabaden  + 1.44  + 1.09  3.39  3.60  1.59  1.17  0.42 
Kassel  - 0.03  + 0.91  2,48  2.23  1.79  1.13  0.66 
RHEINLAND-PFALZ  + 1.21  + 0.90  5.91  6.05  1.86  1.13  I  0.73 
R,B,  Kob1enz  +1.11  + 1.04  1.77  1.81  1.86  1.15  0.71 
Trier  + 0.64  + 0.51  0.84  o.8o  2.06  1.14  0.92 
Montabaur  + 0.59  + 1.24  0.47  0.46  1.88  1.19  0.69 
Rheinheasen  + 1.44  + 1.15  0.76  0.81  1.74  1.17  0.57 
Pfalz  + 1.56  + 0.75  2.07  2.17  1.82  1.10  0.72 - 190-
GERMANY  (F  .R.)  Table  D II 1 
INCREASE  IN,  SHARE  A'.ill  NATURAL  MOVEMENT  OF  POPULATION  PER 
BASIC  REGION  AND  LAND 
(19  0-68) 
Average  yearly  Share  in %  Rate  in %  of: 
l!:rowth  in %  Bi .. t '"'  D"" th..  N~+- ~-H 
1950/61  1961(68  1950  1968  1960  - 1967 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
BADEN-WUERTTEMBERG  + 1. 77  + 1.50  12.65  14.29  1.92  1.03  0.89 
R,B,  Nordwtirttemberg  + 2.07  + 1.42  4.80  5.56  1.90  0.98  0.92 
Nord baden  + 1.36  + 1.31  2.89  3.09  1.77  1.11  0.66 
Siidbaden  + 1.83  + 1.70  2.63  3.03  2.00  1.03  0.97 
.Siidwffrttemberg-
Hohenzollern  + 1.57  + 1.74  2.33  2.61  2.04  1.03  1.01 
BAYERN  + 0.33  + 1.18  18.08  17.15  1.83  1.13  0.70 
Oberbayern  +l.o8  + 2.02  4.83  5.24  1.68  1,08  0.60 
Niederba;yern  + 1,10  + 0.57  2.13  1.67  2.05  1.19  0.86 
Oberpfalz  + 0.07  + 0.83  1.77  l.  57  2.03  1.11  0.92 
Oberfranken  + 0.25  + 0.30  2.20  1.85  1.80  1.19  0.61 
rh  ttelfranken  + 0.64  + 0.88  2.53  2.43  1.67  1.18  0.49 
Unterfranken  + 0.45  + 1.09  2.04  1.95  2.01  1.07  0.94 
Schwa ben  + 0.32  + 1.15  2.58  2.44  1.87  1.14  0.73 
SAARLAND  + 1.09  + 0.81  1.88  1.89  1.86  1.03  0.83 
SERLIN  (WEST)  + 0.22  - 0.24  4·23  3.61  1.14  1.74  -0.60 
GERMANY  (F.R.)  + 0.94  + 0.99  100.00  100.00  1.78  1.14  0.64 - 191-
FRANCE  Table  D II 2 
INCREASE  IN,  SHARE  AND  NATURAL  MOVEMENT  OF  POPULATION  PER  BASIC  REGION 
(1954-68) 
Average  yearly  Share  in %  Rate  in % of: 
growth  in %  Briths  Deaths  N3.t. growth 
1954/1962  1962/1968  1954  1968  1960  - 1967 
I 
- Basic  region: 
Paris area  1.  78  1.46  17,11  18.59  1.68  0.91  0.77 
Champagne  o. 72  0.99  2.65  2.58  1.99  1.10  0.89 
Picardie  o. 78  1.06  3.24  3.18  1.99  1.15  0.84 
Haute  No:nnandie  1.07  1.15  2,98  3.01  2.02  1.02  1.00 
Centre  0.63  1.15  4.11  4.01  1.  74  1.20  0.54 
Nord  0.91  0.70  7.89  7.68  2.04  1.11  0.93 
Lorraine  1.50  0,60  4·57  4.58  2.07  0.96  1.11 
A1sace  0.92  1.16  2.85  2.84  1.90  1.19  0.71 
Franche-Comte  1.00  1.12  2.00  2.00  1.94  1.07  0.87 
Basse  No:nnandie  0.36  0.71  2.72  2.54  1.97  1.06  0.91 
Loire  region  0.65  0.80  5·42  5.19  1.97  1.09  0.88 
Eretaene  0.19  0.49  5.47  4.97  1.80  1.21  0.59 
Limousin  -0.15  0.05  1.  73  1.48  1.30  1.38  -0.08 
Auverene  0.22  0.50  2.91  2.64  1.53  1.29  0.24 
Poitou-Charentes  0.44  0.34  3.26  2.98  1.  76  1.15  0.60 
Aquitaine  0.56  1.04  5.16  4.95  1.56  1.22  0.34 
Midi-Pyrenees  0.46  0.97  4.62  4.40  1.50  1.22  0.28 
Eourgogne  0.49  0.72  3.21  3.02  1.67  1.27  0.40 
Rhone-A1pes  1.24  1.60  8.49  8.90  1.  77  1.08  0.69 
Languedoc  0.83  1.58  3.39  3.44  1.49  1.21  0.28 
Provence  Cote  d'Azu  1.51  2.58  6.22  7.02  1.57  1.14  0.43  Corse 
FRANCE  1.00  1.14  100.00  100,00  1.  77  1.10  0.67 - 192-
ITA LIE  Table  D II  3 
INCREASE  IN,  SHARE  AND  NATURAL  MOVEMENT  Oii'  POPULATION  PER  BASIC  REGION 
(1950-68) 
AveraB..,  yearly  Share  in % 
Rate  in % of: 
growth  in %  Births  Deaths  Nat. growth 
1950/61  1961/68  1951  1968  1960  - 1967 
- Basic  region: 
Piemonte  + 1.07  + 1.48  7-40  7-94  1.44  1.19  0.25 
Valle d'Aosta  + 0.72  + 0.98  0.20  0.20  1.45  1.10  0.35 
Liguria  + 1.03  + 1.20  3.30  3-47  1.34  1.13.  0.21 
Lombardi a  + 1.21  + 1.62  13.82  15.15  1. 73  1.03  0.70 
Trentino Alto Adige  + 0.75  + 0.95  1.53  1.55  1.97  l.Ol  0.96 
Veneto  - 0.19  + 0.80  8.25  7-51  1.87  0.97  0.90 
Friuli Venezia Giulia  - 0.18  + 0.32  2.58  2.28  1.36  1.16  0.20 
Emilia Romagna  + 0.34  + 0.61  7-46  7.08  1.45  1.00  0.45 
~Iarche  - 0.12  +  0.11  2.87  2.53  1.55  0.90  0.65 
Toscana  + 0.39  + 0.67  6.65  6.36  1.41  1.04  0.37 
Umbria  - 0.11  - 0.23  1.69  1.46  1.45  0.93  0.52 
Lazio  + l.  71  +  2.24  7-03  8.39  1.97  0.82  1.15 
Campania  + 0.92  + 1.19  9-15  9-51  2.46  0.86  1.60 
Abruzzi  - 0.57  + 0.12  2.69  2.26  1.63  0.88  0.75 
Moli.se  - 1.27  - 0.80  0.85  0.64  1.64  0-90  0.74 
Puglia  + 0.60  + 0.92  6.78  6.73  2.38  0.84  1. 54 
Baoilicata  + 0.25  - 0.11  1.32  1.19  2.16  0.78  l.  38 
Calabria  - +  0.27  4-30  3.87  2.28  0.77  1~ 51 
Sicilia  +  0.51  + 0.61  9-44  9·11  2.14  0.88  1.26 
Sardegna  + 1.07  + 0.77  2.69  2.77  2.26  0.79  1.47 
ITALY  + 0.63  + 1.01  100.00  100.00  1.86  0.95  0.91 BELGIUM 
- Basic  region: 
Antwerpen 
Brabant 
Oost-Vlaanderen 
West-V1aanderen 
Hainaut 
Liege 
Lim bourg 
Luxembourg 
NMIIlr 
BELGIUM 
LUXEMBOURG 
- Basic  region: 
Grand-Duchyo 
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Table  D  II  4 
INCREASE  IN,  SHARE  AND  NATURAL  MOVEMENT  OF  POPULATION  PER  BASIC 
REGION·  (1947-68) 
Average  yearly  Rate  in %-of:  I 
growth  im %  Share  in %  Briths  Deaths  !'lat. growth 
1947/61  1961/68  1947  1968  1960  - 1967 
+ 0,86  + 0.85  15,05  15.81  1,76  1,06  0,70 
+ 0.73  + 1,12  21,13  22,37  1.47  1,22  0,25 
+ 0.31  + 0.44  14-30  13.59  1,67  1.20  0.47 
+ 0.50  + 0,73  11,71  10,86  1,80  1.06  '),74 
+ 0.14  + 0,18  14,39  13.86  1,52  1.41  0.11 
+ 0,29  + 0,45  11,3:<  10,61  1,48  1.41  0.07 
+ 1,60  + 1,85  5,41  6.65  2.25  0,76  1.49 
+ 0.11  + 0.20  2,51  2,28  1,72  1.28  0.44 
+ 0.26  + 0.54  4.18  3.97  1,65  1.37  0,28 
+ 0.55  + 0,74  100,00  100,00  1,65  1,20  0.45 
Average  yearly  Rate  in %  Rate  in % of: 
'  growth in %  Births  Deaths  Na t.growth 
1947/60  1960/68  1960  - 1967 
+ 0,61  + 0,89  - - 1.57  1,20  0,30 NETHERLANDS 
- Basic  region: 
Gronine:en 
Friesland 
Drenthe 
Overijasel  1 
Gelder  land  2 
Utrecht 
Noordholland 
Zuidholland 
Zeeland 
Noordbrabant 
Limburg 
NETHERI,4NDS 
l 
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Table  D II  5 
INCREASE  IN,  SHARE  AND  NATURAL  MOVEMENT  OF  POPULATION  PER  REGION 
(1947-68) 
Average  yearly  Rate  iD  % 
Rate in % of: 
l<I'OWth  in %  irths  Deaths  Nat .!J'OIIth 
1947/60  1960/68  1947  1968  1960  - 1967 
+ 0.43  + 0.98  4.67  4.04  1.91  0.87  1.04 
+ 0.32  + 0.87  4·11  4.04  2.14  0.89  1.25 
+ 1.07  + 1,68  2.83  2.80  2.10  0.13  1.37 
+ 1.71  + 1.43  6.71  7.08  2.20  0.75  1.45 
+ 1.65  + 1.91  10.68  11.59  2.12  0.79  1.33 
+ 1,66  + 1.62  5.71  6.07  2.05  0.82  1.23 
+ 1.16  + 0.98  18,39  17o50  1.85  0.84  1.01 
+ 1.32  + 1,02  23.73  23.08  1.89  o.8o  1.09 
+ 0.64  + 0.68  2.71  2.36  1.86  0.93  0  •. 93 
+ 1.84  + 1.90  12.26  13.63  2.29  0.66  1.63 
+ 1-95  + 1.51  7·11  7.78  2.15  0.68  1.47 
+ 1.35  + 1.33  100.00  100.00  2.03  0.79  1.24 
Including  ~:oord-Oostpolder 
2rncluding nostelijk F1evoland 
L  lfill!BOURG 
- :Basic  region: 
Grand  Duchy 
Table  D II 6 
INCREASE  IN,  SHARE  AND  NATURAL  MOVEMENT  OF  POPULATION  PER  REGION 
(1947-68) 
Avera~ l,ea%1y  Rate  in %  Rate  in % 
~~:rowt·  n  Ri ~H•c  n  .... +J.,.,  Na!-"-
1947/60  1960/68  1960  - 1967. 
+ 0.61  + 0.89  - - 1.57  1.20  0.30 - 195-
Table  D III 
POPULATION  TRENDS  IN  THE  MAIN  GEOGRAPHICAL  AREAS 
Variations 
Share of each area  in real 
value  in% 
12.22  1968 
Ge~any (F.R.)  North  22.75  20,14  - 2,61  - 11.47 
Wen  25.99  28,09  + 2,10  +  8,08 
Centre  16 •  .30  16,72  + 0,42  +  2.58 
South  .30.7.3  .31,44  + 0.71  +  2  •  .31 
Berlin  (West)  4.2.3  .3. 61  - 0,62  - 14.66 
12.a  1968 
France  Paris area  17.11  18.58  + 1.48  +  8.65  --- West  .38.79  .36.5.3  - 2.26  - 5-83 
East  44.10  44.89  + 0,79  +  1.79 
1221  1968 
Italy  North-West  24.72  26.76  +  2.04  +  8.25  -- 19,82  18,42  North-East  - 1,40  - 7.06 
Centre  18,24  18,74  + 0,50  +  2.74 
South  .37 ,22  .36,08  - 1,14  - .3.06 
.!.!ill  1968 
~  North  49,89  50.88  + 0,99  +  1.98 
South  .34.9.3  .3.3,09  - 1,84  - 5-27 
Brussels area  15.18  16,0.3  + 0,85  +  5-60 
l2ii  1968 
Netherlands  North  12,27  10,88  - 1,.39  - 11..3.3 
East  17,.39  18,67  + 1,28  +  7  •  .36 
West  47,8.3  46.65  - 1,18  - 2-47 
South  22,08  2.3.77  + 1,69  +  7.65 - 196-
GERKANY  (F.R.)  •rable  D IV  l 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1960-67) 
·n absolute  figu~  total 1960-67  in ~  1960-67  average in 
total 1960-1967  of population 1961  % of  population :in  1961 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
SCI!LES\iiG-I!OLSTEIN  +  101  145  +  4.36  +  0.54 
HAMBURG  +  2 531  +  0.14  +  0.02 
NIEDERSACHSEN  +  28  407  +  0.43  +  0.05 
R.B.  Hannover  +  35  076  +  2.41  +  0.30 
Hildesheim  - 16  284  - 1.  73  - 0.22 
Liineburg  +  43  528  +  4.57  +  0.57 
Stade  +  364  +  0.06  +  0.01 
Osnabriick  - 14  580  - 2.05  - 0.26 
Aurich  - 2 990  - 0.81  - 0.10 
Bra1mschweig  - 17  324  - 2.02  - 0.25 
Oldenburg  +  617  +  0.08  +  0.01 
flHEMEN  +  35  093  +  4-97  +  0.62 
NORDRHEIN-WESTFALEN  +  355  335  +  2.23  +  0.28 
R.ll.  DUsseldorf  +  95  862  +  1.78  +  0.22 
Koln  +  233  750  + 10.99  +  1.37 
Aachen  +  33  920  +  3.60  +  0.45 
MUnster  - 30  146  - 1.33  - 0.17 
Detmold  +  37  029  +  2.31  +  0.29 
Arnsberg  - 15  080  - 0.42  - 0.05 
HESSEN  +  345  383  +  7-17  +  0.90 
R.B.  Darmstadt  +  178  704  ...  11.53  +  1.44 
Kassel  +  30  807  +  2.45  +  0.31 
Wiesbaden  +  135  872  +  6.77  +  0.85 
RHEINLAND-PFALZ  +  57  499  +  1.68  +  0.21 
R.Jl.  Koblenz  +  27  633  +  2.73  +  0.34 
Trier  - 14  793  - 3.22  - 0.40 
Montabaur  +  8 941  +  3.50  - 0.44 
Rheinhessen  +  23  098  +  5-14  +  0.64 
Pfalz  +  12  620  +  1.02  +  0.13 - 197-
GERMANY  (F.R.)  (Cont'd)  Table  D IV  1 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1960-67) 
in absolute figure  total 1960-67  in %  1960-67  average  in 
total 1960-1967  of population  in  1~ % of population  in 1961 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
BADilli-'IIURTTEMBEHG  +  496  163  +  6.39  + o.8o 
R.n.  Nordwiirttemberg  +  181  355  +  5.97  + 0.75 
!lord  baden  +  107  138  +  6.31  + 0.79 
Sud baden  +  112  139  +  6.90  + 0.86 
Siidwiirttemberg- +  95  531  +  6.83  + o.85  l!ohenzollern 
BAYERN  +  411  958  +  4-33  + 0.54 
H.B.  Obcrbayern  +  345  679  + 12.55  + 1.57 
llicderbeyern  - 28  438  - 2.96  - 0.37 
Obcrpfa1z  - 8  626  - 0.97  - 0.12 
Oberfranken  - 23  696  - ·2.18  - 0.27 
r.a ttelfranken  +  57  783  +  4.20  + 0.53 
Unterfrailken  +  18  144  +  1.67  + 0.21 
Sch·11aben  +  51  112  +  3.76  + 0-47 
SAARLAND  +  17  829  +  1.66  + 0.21 
GERMANY  (F.R.)  +1  851  343a  +  3.43  + 0.43 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  +  167  176  +  1.45  + 0.18 
WEST  +  355  335  +  2.23  + 0.28 
CENTRE  +  420  711  +  4.52  + 0.57 
SOUTH  +  908  121  +  5.26  + 0.66 
a  Excluding Berlin - 198-
GERMANY  (F.R.)  Table  D IV  1  a 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONALAND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1968-69) 
II  n 
II 
u 
1968  1969  H  1968  1969 
u 
- Basic  region and 
u 
II 
II 
Landi  u 
J~ 
SC!!LESI'IIG-·HOLSTEIN  + 17  3:?9  + 20  59tl  II  +  0.6;1  +  o.tll  u 
HAJ.!BUHG  - 7 403  +  409  - 0.41  +  0.02 
NIEDEHSACI!SEN  + 10  027  + 35  096  +  0.14  +  0.50 
R.B.  Hannover  +  3 447  + 11  930  +  0.23  +  0.78 
Hildesheim  +  652  +  2 926  +  0.07  +  0.30 
Llineburg  +  8 127  + 10  239  +  0.77  +  0.96 
Stade  +  328  +  3 398  +  0.05  +  0.55 
Osnabriick  - 1 180  +  1  502  - 0.15  +  0.20 
118 
II 
Aurich  - - 450  R  - 0.03  - 0.11  u 
2 087  3 083 
R 
0.36  llraunschweig  - +  II  - 0.24  +  II 
858  2 468 
II 
Oldenburg  +  +  II  +  0.10  +  0.29  II 
!! 
II 
llllEMEN  +  19  +  1 054  II  0.00  +  0.14  II 
+ 40  368 
II 
NOimH;IJ!:IN-1-IESTF  ALEN  +130  190  II  +  0.24  +  0.76  II 
+ 40  764 
II 
R.B.  Dusseldorf  ·+  11  509  II  +  0.21  +  0.72  II 
+ 41  065 
II 
Koln  + 24  770  II  +  1.03  +  1.68  II 
II 
Aachen  +  1  690  +  7 067  II  +  0.17  +  0.69  II 
II 
MUnster  - 3  624  +  4  910  u  - 0.15  +  0.20  II 
7 138 
II 
Detmold  +  + 13  050  II  +  0.41  +  0.75  u 
II 
Arnsberg  - 1 115  +  23  334  II  - 0.03  +  0.62  u 
II 
II 
!lESSEN  + 51  340  +  76  437  II  +  0.97  +  1.42  II 
II 
R.B.  Da.rmstadt  - + 47  794  + 70  677  II  +  l.  21  +  1.76  II 
II 
Wiesbaden  II 
II 
3 546  5 760 
II 
Ka.ssel  +  +  II  +  0.26  +  0.43  II 
II 
4  280  + 17  187 
II 
RHEINLAND-PFALZ  +  II  +  0.12  +  0.47  II 
II  n.B.  Koblenz  - 6 187 
II 
+  2 132  +  II  +  0.16  +  0.45  ~lontabaur  II 
II 
1  807  2 388 
II 
Trier  - -
II  - 0.38  - 0.50  II 
II 
Hheinhessen- + 13  388 
II 
+  3 955  n  +  0.22  +  0.74  Pfalz  u 
u - 199-
GERMANY  (F.R.)  (Con'IM)  Table  D IV  1  a 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1968-69) 
.  ~ 
YearJ.y  average  in %  in absolute  figures  II 
\!  of resident population 
1968  1969  II  1968  1969 
- Basic  region and  .,1 
II 
Land: 
II 
II 
~ 
BADEN-wiill'l'rEli!DERG  +  93  1?4  +  150  347  II  +  ~.09  + 1.  70 
II 
R.B.  NordwUrttembere  +  43  543  +  67  921 
II  + 1,29  + 1.97  II 
II 
Nord baden  +  18  548  +  29  056  II  + 1.00  + 1.54  II 
II 
SUd baden  +  16  646  +  29  269  II  + 0.91  + 1.57  II 
II 
Si.idwUrttemb,- II 
+  14  987  +  24  101  II  + 0.95  + 1.49  Hohenzollern 
II 
II 
II 
BllYEi1N  +  79  196  + 131  332  II  + 0.77  + 1.25  \! 
R.B.  Oberbeyern  +  60  023  +  85  699 
II  +  1,89  +  2.63  II 
II 
Nioderbeyern  - 4 163  +  994 
II  - 0.42  + 0.10  II 
II 
Oberpfalz  +  667  +  3 656 
II  + 0.07  + 0.38  II 
II 
Oberfranken  - 928  +  1 527 
II  - 0.08  + 0.14  II 
II 
Mittelfranken  +  11  432  +  17  395 
II  + 0.78  + 1.17  II 
II 
Untcrfranken  +  3 448  +  6 551 
II  + 0.29  + 0.55  II 
II 
Schwab en  +  8 717  +  15  510 
II  + 0.59  + 1.04  II 
II 
C:AARLAND  - 6 882  - 4  352  II  - 0.61  - 0.39  II 
GERMANY  (F.R.)  +  281  998  + 558  298 
II  + 0.49  + 0.95  II 
- Main  geographical  H 
II 
II  areas:  II 
II 
II 
NORTH  +  19  972  +  57  157 
II  + 0.16  + 0.47  II 
II 
WEST  +  40  368  + 130  190 
II  +  0.24  + 0.76  II 
II 
CENTRE  +  48  738  +  89  272 
II  + 0.48  + 0.88  II 
II 
SOUTH  + 172  920  +  281  679 
II  + 0.91  + 1.46 
A 
II - 200-
FRANCE  'l'able  D IV  2 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1954-68) 
in absolute  figures  ::  Yearly average  in % 
II  of resident population  ll 
total  total  ii 
II 
1954  - 1962  1962  - 1968 
II  1954  - 1962  1962  - 1968  ll 
II 
- Basic  region: 
II 
ll 
Paris area  +  710  300  +  365  400  II  +  1.2  +  0.7 
II 
Bo.soe  r:ormo.ndio  55  500  14  400 
II  0.6  0.2  - - II  - - . 
Brotagno  67  400  12  500 
II  0.4  0.1  - -
II  - - II 
Loire  region  42  100  10  800 
II  0.2  0.1  - -
II  - - II 
Poitou-Cho.renteo  26  900  19  000 
II  0.2  0.2  - -
II  - - II 
!lr;uito.ino  +  44  500  +  96  800 
II  0.3  0.7  II  +  + 
II 
l·:i<.li-Pyrcnees  +  34  400  +  91  500 
II  0.2  II  +  +  0.7 
II 
Ltmounin  6  700  6  900 
II  0.1  - +  II  - +  0.2 
II 
A~.:.vcrr,no  1  500  20  500 
II  o.o  - +  II  +  0.3 
II 
r;ord  20  100  48  400 
II  - -
II  - 0.1  - 0.2 
II 
Pico.rdio  - 10  700  +  18  600 
II 
II 
II  - 0.1  +  0.2 
l!:~.utc-Normandie  +  9  500  +  ll  900 
II 
II  +  II  0.1  +  0,1 
Chrunpagne  9 400  7  600 
II  - +  II  - 0.1  +  0.1  II 
Centre  20  400 
II 
+  +  71  200  II  +  0.1  +  0.6 
II 
Lorraine  50  600  69  300 
II 
+  -
II  +  0.3  - 0.5  II 
Alo:1.ce  36  700 
II 
+  25  700  +  II  +  0.3  +  0.5  II 
[•'ranche-Comte 
II 
+  10  500  +  14  400  II  +  0.2  +  0.3  II 
II 
llourgogne  15  800  +  +  28  900  II  +  O.l  +  0.3  II 
P.h3ne-alpes 
II 
+  219  400  +  224  500  II  +  0.8  +  0.9  II 
II 
Provence-C3te d1Azur  343  600 
II 
Corse  +  +  390  200  II  +  1.7  +  2.2  II 
II 
Lo.nguedoo-Roussi1lon  +  11  100  +  122  900  II  +  0.7  +  1.3  II 
II 
II 
FRANCE  + 1321  500  + 1333  600  ii 
II 
II 
II 
,...  Main  geographical  II 
II 
areas: 
II 
II 
II 
PARIS  AREA  +  710  300  +  365  400 
II 
II 
II 
WEST  - 23  700  +  353  100 
II 
II 
II 
EAST  .+  634  900  ...  615  100 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II - 201-
Italy  Table  D IV  3 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1960-67) 
in absolute  figUieS  Total  1960-67  in %  Average  1960-67  in% 
total 1960-1967  of population 1961  of population  1961 
- Basic  region: 
Piemonte  +  398  868  +  10.19  +  1.27 
Valle  d'Aosta  +  3 987  +  3.95  +  0.49 
Lombardia  +  543  167  +  7.33  +  0,92 
Lie;uria  +  133  293  +  7.69  +  0,96 
·~rent  ino-A1 to-Adige  - 11  398  - 1.45  - 0.18 
Veneto  - 143  72~  - 3.74  - 0.47 
Friuli-Venezia-Giuli  - 17  729  - 1.47  - 0.18 
En~  lia-Romaena  - 3  290  - 0.09  - 0.01 
Tosc:ma  +  40  261  +  1.23  +  0.15 
Umbria  - 60  534  - 7.62  - 0.95 
Marc he  - 81  836  - 6.07  - 0.76 
Lazio  +  316  296  +  7.99  +  1.00 
.\bruzzi-Molise  - 155  332  - 9.93  - 1.24 
Campania  - 221  829  - 4.66  - 0.58 
Puglia  - 265  466  - 7.76  - 0.97 
Basilicata  - 84  779  - 13.16  - 1.65 
Calabria  - 258  440  - 12.64  - 1.58 
Sicilia  - 337  426  - 7.15  - 0.89 
!Jardet~a  - 114  345  - 8.06  - 1.01 
ITALY  - 320  254  - 0.63  - 0.08 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH.l.WEST  + 1079  315  +  8.20  +  1.02 
NORTH-EAST  - 176  139  - 1.85  - 0.23 
CENTRE  +  214  187  +  2.28  +  0.28 
SOUTH  - ISLANDS  - 1437  617  - 7-74  - 0.97 
Source  : 
The  above  figures  are  taken  from  anagraphic  tables  and  extensions. - 202-
ITALY  Table  D IV  3 a 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1968-69) 
in absolute  figures  II  Yearly average  in % 
II  of resident population  II 
II 
II 
II 
1968  1969  II  1968  1969 
II 
- Basic  region:  II 
II 
Piemonte  +  43  581  +  51  397  II  + 1.00  + 1.17  II 
II 
Valle d' Aosta  +  642  +  6'15  II  + 0.60  + 0.62  II 
II 
Lombn.rdia  +  48  251  +  49  113  II  + 0.59  + 0.59  II 
II 
Lieuria  +  5  657  +  6  208  II  + 0.30  +  0-33  II 
'rrentino  A1to-Adi(l'e  - 2 628  - 2 015  R  - 0.31  - 0.24  II 
II  '  Veneto  - 7  323  +  l  703  II  - 0.18  + 0.04  I  II 
II 
Friuli-Venezia-Giuli·  - 2 078  +  l  838  II  - 0.17  + 0.15  II 
II 
Em i lin.-Romagna  +  5  324  +  6 517  II  + 0.14  + 0.17  II 
II 
'roscana.  +  9  839  +  11  489  II  + 0.29  + 0.33  II 
II 
Umbria  - 4  011  - 3  2'11  II  - 0.51  - 0.42  II 
II 
Marc he  - 4  686  - 1  :m  II  - 0.35  - 0.10  II 
II 
Lazio  +  11  911  +  25  163  II  + 0.26  + 0.54  II 
16  800 
II 
Abruzzi  - - 10  745  II  - 1.39  - 0.89  II 
II 
Molise  - 7  802  - 5  347  II  - 2.32  - 1.61  II 
II 
Campania  - 40  140  - 45  739 
II  - 0.78  - 0.89  II 
II 
Put;lia  - 41  872  - 38  006  II  - 1.16  - 1.05  II 
II 
Basilicata  - 13  975  - 15  005  II  - 2.21  - 2.40  II 
36  250 
II 
Calabria  - - 36  504  II  - 1.75  - 1.77  II 
II 
Sicilia  - 75  066  - 46  949  II  - 1.54  - 0.96  II 
II 
Sardegna  - 14  772  - ll 656  II  - 0.99  - 0.78  II 
II 
II 
ITALY  - 135  198  - 62  451  II  - 0.25  - 0.12  II 
II 
- Main  geographical  II 
II 
areas: 
II 
II 
98  131 
II 
NORTH-WEST  +  + 107  393  II  +  0.68  +  0.73  II 
II 
NORTH-EAST  - 6  705  +  8  043  II  - 0.07  +  0.01  II 
II 
CENTRE  +  20  053  +  32  064  II  + 0.20  + 0.31  II 
II 
SOUTH  - 246  677  - 209  951  II  - 1.28  - 1.08  II 
II 
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ITALY  Table  D IV  4 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1960-67) 
in absolute fi&Ures  Total  1960-67  in %  Average  1960-67 in % 
total 1960-1967  of population 1961  of population  1961 
- Basic  region: 
Antwerpen  +  20  815  +  1.44  +  0.18 
Brabant  +  140  521  +  6.99  +  0.87 
Oost-V1aanderen  - 3 253  - 0.33  - 0.04 
West-V1aanderen  - 4  141  - 0.33  - 0.04 
Hainaut  - 9  346  - 0.  71  - 0.09 
Liege  +  1?  784  +  1.89  + 0.24 
Lim bourg  +  11  173  +  1.95  +  0.24 
Luxembourg  - 2  781  - 1.28  - 0.16 
Namur  +  5  358  +  1.45  +  0.18 
BELGIUM  +  177  130  +  1.93  +  0.24 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  +  29  594  +  0.63  +  0.08 
SOUTH  +  38  232  +  1.25  +  0.16 
BRUSSEI.'3  AREA  +  109  304  +  7.60  + 0.95 - 204-
BELGIUM 
Table  D IV  4 a 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1968) 
In absolute  figures n Yearly average  in %  ,,  of resident  population  ii  - I 
1968  II  1968  II 
-Basic region: 
II 
II 
II 
136 
II 
Antwerpen  - 1  II  - 0.07  II 
802 
II 
Brabant  +  7 
II  +  0.36  II 
II 
Oost-Vlannderon  - 395  II  - 0.04  II 
II 
\-lest-Vlaanderen  - 500  II  - 0.04  II 
II 
Haina.ut  +  1  552  II  +  0.12  II 
II 
Lierre  - 55  II  - 0.01  II 
l  284 
II 
Lim bourg  -
II  - 0.20  II 
II 
Luxembourg  - 323  II  - 0.15  II 
681 
II 
0.18  Nrunur  +  II  +  II 
II 
II 
6  342 
II 
BBLGIUM  +  II  +  0.07  II 
II 
II 
- Main  geographical 
II 
II 
u 
areas:  II 
II 
597 
II 
NORTH  -
II  - 0.01  II 
SOUTH  4  898 
II 
+  II  +  0.17  II 
II 
:BRUSSELS  AREA  +  3  041  II  +  0.22  II 
II 
II 
i! - 205-
NETHERLANDS  Table  I)  IV 5 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1960-67) 
in absolute  figu~  Total 1960-67  in %  Average  1960-67  in 
total  1960-1967  of population 1960  % of population 1960 
- Basic  region: 
Groningen  - 3 704  - o. 78  - 0.10 
Friesland  - 16  243  - 3.39  - 0.42 
Drenthe  +  6  078  +  1.95  +  0.24 
Overijsael  - 2  231  - 0.28  - 0.04 
Gelder  land  +  58  065  +  4.57  +  0.57 
Utrecht  +  21  688  +  3.19  +  0.40 
Noord-H.o:).land  - 8  087  - 0.39  - 0.05 
Zttid-Holland  - 20  101  - 0.74  - 0.09 
Zeeland  - 6 916  - 2.44  - 0.31 
Noord-Brabant  +  32  672  +  2.·18  +  0.27 
Limburg  - 246  - 0.03  + o.oo 
IETHERLANDS  + 57  923  +  0.51  +  0.06 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  - 13  869  - 1.09  - 0.14 
EAST  + 55  834  +  2.69  +  0.34 
WEST  - 6 500  - 0.12  - 0.02 
SOUTH  +  25  510  +  0.96  I 
+  0.12 - 206-
Table  D IV  5  a 
NETHERLANDS 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  HEGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL 
(1968-69) 
In abeolute  figures 
II  Yearly average  in % of 
II 
II  resident population  II 
II 
1968  1969 
II  1968  1969  II 
II 
- lla.sio  region:  II 
II 
II 
Gronineen  - 2  358  - l  952  - 0.46  - 0.38 
Frioola.nd  - 838  - 974  - 0.16  - 0.19 
Drenthe  +  l  505  +  2  34'7  +  0.42  +  0.64 
Overijnsel  - 557  - 1  722  - 0,06  - 0.19 
Gclder1o.nd  +  6 493  +  8  283  +  0.44  +  0.55 
Utrecht  +  7  636  +  7  645  +  0.97  +  0.95 
Noord-l!olla.nd  - 2 874  - 3 315  - 0.13  - 0.15 
Zuid-Ilolla.nd  - 4  738  - 2  767  - 0.16  - 0.09 
Zeeland  +  807  +  946  +  0.27  +  0.31 
Noord-Braba.nt  +  5  280  +  9 485  +  0.30  +  0.53 
Limburg  - 6 155  - 2 836  - 0.62  - 0.28 
Zuid1ijke  Ijsse1meer- +  2 092  +  1 556  +  16.22  +  10.44  polders 
II 
II 
II 
II 
NETHE'RLANDS  a  +  5  877 
II 
+  16  406  II  +  0.05  +  0,13  II 
;; 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  - 1  691  - 579  0.12  0.04  - -
EAST  +  8  028  +  8  117  +  0.33  +  0.33 
WEST  +  24  +  l  563  0.00  +  0.03 
SOUTH  - 68  +  7 595  o.oo  +  0.25 
ii 
a  Including  ~csntraal Persoonsregister" LUXEMBOURG 
- Basic  region: 
Grand  Duchy 
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Table  D IV  6 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  POPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL 
a 
LEVEL  (1960-67) 
in absolute  figures  ·rotal 1960-67  in %  Average  1960-67  in 
total  1960-1967  of population 1960 %  of population  1960 
+  8  279  +  2.63  +  0.33 
a  The  above  totals understate  the  situation since  many  people  leave  the  country 
without  giving the  necessary notification.· 
- Basic  region: 
Grand  Duchy 
Table  D IV  6  a 
MOVEMENTS  IN  THE  TOTAL  roPULATION  AT  REGIONAL  AND  INTERNATIONAL 
LEVELa  (1968-69) 
II  Yearly  average  in % of 
in absolute  figures  II 
II  resident population  II 
II 
1968  1969  II 
II  1968  1969 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
660  1 690  II  +  0.20  +  0.50  II 
II 
II 
II 
.~ 
a  See  note  above  (table  D  IV  6) - 208-
GERMANY  (F.R.)  Table  D V 1 
MIGRATORY  MOVEMENTS  AT  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL:  BALANCE  WITH  THE 
OTHER  COMMUNITY  COUNTRIES  ( 1960-68) 
I 
Belgium  FrMce  Italy  Luxembourg  Netherland.s  CollliiiUnity 
1;160  +  2 101  + 5 413  +  86  025  +  284  +  6 652  +  100  475 
1;161  + .2  301  +  5 507  + 86  658  +  328  + 8 481  +  103  275 
196::'  + 1 011  + 5 390  +  70  174  +  273  +  7 677  +  84  525 
1963  +  216  + 4 032  +  2 495  +  357  +  5 659  +  12  759 
1964  +  580  + 4 912  +  42  161  +  137  + 4 580  +  52  370 
1965  + 1 144  +  6 153  +  94  107  +  398  + 4 104  + 106  206 
1966  +  409  +  3 653  +  16  206  +  189  +  1 118  +  21  575 
1967  ...;  634  +  793  - 69  330  +  174  - 822  - 69  819 
1968  +  881  + 5 803  + 55  863  +  290  + 1 705  +  64  542 
~: Sta.tistisches Ja.hrbuch ITALY 
1960 
1961 
196? 
1963 
1964  I 
1965 
1966 
1967 
I 
1968 
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Table  D V  3 
MIGRATORY  MO~S  AT  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL;  BALi\NCE  WITH  THE  OTHER 
COMMUNITY  COUNTRIES  {1960-68) 
Germ!llly  (F.R.)  France  Netherlands  Belgi1llll  Luxembourg  Community 
- 66  456  - 24  236  - 1 081  3 134  - 1 446  - 96  353 
- 65  996  - 20  304  - 3 108  - 1  226  - 1  388  - 92  022 
- 47  827  - 10  279  - 1 119  - 1 064  - 1 085  - 6i  374 
- 7 995  - 1  882  - 108  I  - 138  - 344  - 10  467 
- 16  311  - 2 696  - 383  - 1 061  - 700  - 21  151 
- 21  368  - 4 191  - 316  - 2 065  - 526  - 28  466 
+  542  - 2 590  - 83  - 994  - 58  - 3 183 
+  9 698  - 1 784  +  17  - 812  +  118  +  7  237 
- 7 750  +  1 028  - 66  - 556  +  174  - 7 170 
~~  Annuario  Statistico Italiano BELGIUM 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
i:<c 
1967 
1968 
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Table  D V 4 
MIGRATORY  MOVEMENTS  AT  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL:  BALANCE  WITH  THE  OTHER 
COMMUNITY  COUNTRIES  ( 1960-68) 
Ge~  (F.R)  France  Netherlands  Luxembourg  Itz.ly  ColiiiiiUni ty 
+  38  +  391  +  361  - 4  - 4  349  - 3 563 
+  111  - 25  +  144  - 276  - 2 907  - 2 953 
+  1  261  +  2 178  +  683  - 10  + 1 025  +  5 137 
+  1 552  + 4 012  + 1  295  +  59  + 1 403  +  8  321 
+  1 592  + 6  248  + 1 802  - 145  +  3 308  + 12  805 
+  934  + 4  244  + 1 647  - 43  + 8 586  + 15  368 
+  1 909  + 5 339  + 1 048  +  431  + 4 706  + 13  433 
+  1 498  + 6 556  +  1 182  +  20  +  1 605  + 10  861 
+  944  + 4 180  +  425  - 80  + 1 200  +  6 669 
~~  .Annuaire  Statistique de 1a Belgique - 2ll-
NETHERLANDS  Table  D V  5 
MIGRATORY  MOVEMENTS  AT  INTERNATIONAL  LEVEL:  BALANCE: WITH  THE  OTHER 
COMMUNITY  COUNTRIES  ( 1960-69) 
Belgium/ 
Germany  (F.R.  France  Luxemboure  Italy  Community 
1960  - 498  - 740  - 84  +  929  - 393 
1961  +  250  +  143  - 80  +  2  588  +'  2  901 
196?  - 558  - 483  - 143  +  546  - 638 
1963  - 445  - 1  244  +  22  - 338  - 2 005 
1964  - P,l'.?  - 1 953  +  743  +  215  - 1 877 
1965  - 121  - 3 737  +  836  +  826  - 2 196 
1966  +  3?  - 738  +  ,895  +  472  +  661 
l%7  - By)  - 1  375  +  551  - 555  - 2  218 
1968  +  13:?  - 333  - 263  - 22  - 486 
1969  +  635 
I 
- 300  +  651  +  457  +  1 443 
Zource:  Jao.rcijfers voor Ncder1n.nd. - 212-
GERMANY  (F.R.) 
Table  D VI  1 
MIGRATORY  MOVEMENTS  FROM  THE  OTHER  COMMUNITY  COUNTRIES 
(1960-68) 
:!elgium  France  Italy  Luxembourg  Netherlands  Community 
a 
1960  4  283  14  296  145  255  l  510  14  342  179  686 
1961a  5  216  1~  936  180  850  l  398  19  471  221  871 
1962a  4  457  15  909  203  118  l  261  19  463  244  208 
1963a  4  099  15  636  189  774  1  271  18  504  229  284 
1964  4 522  17  9il0  212  124  l  131  18  179  253  936 
1965  5  454  19  601  271  579  1  353  16  234  314  221 
15}66  4 713  17  885  239  394  1  106  12  355  275  453 
1967  3 804  15  552  107  839  l  002  9 365  137  562 
1968  4  658  17  761  180  522  l  115  10  354  214  410 
a)  Excluding Berlin 
Source:  StatiDtisches Jahrbuch. - 213-
FRANCE  Tll.ble  D  VI  2 
MIGRATORY  MOVEMENTS  rROM  CERTAIN  COMMUNITY  COUITRIES 
Germany  ( F .R.) 
1 
1960  1 058 
1961  1 504 
1962  1 811 
1963  2 272 
1964  2 441 
1965  2 .303 
1966  1 873 
1967  1 971 
1968  1 773 
~ Definitive  immigration 
Season labourers 
2 
6 
1 
-
8 
16 
33 
34 
54 
43 
(1960-68) 
Belgium 
1  2 
.344  6 665 
866  5 903 
870  4  609 
902  3 752 
884  .3  309 
839  2 725 
902  2 019 
1 002  1 629 
982  1 382 
~:  Statistiques et indicateurs des  regions  fran9aises 
Italy 
1 
2.3  015 
39  910 
35  404 
22  446 
18  544 
26  634 
21  305 
17  011 
11  024 
2 
32  977 
23  314 
14  638 
8 050 
5 673 
4 875 
3 155 
2 689 
2 408 - 214-
ITALY  Table  D VII 3 
MIGRATORY  MOVEMENTS  TO  THE  OTHER  COMMUNITY  COUNTRIES 
(1960-68) 
Germany  (F.R.  France  Netherlands  Belgium  Luxembourg  ColliiiiUllity 
1960  100  544  58  624  l  260  4 915  5  237  170  580 
1961  112  860  50  269  3 751  2 458  5 478  174  816 
1962  117  427  34  911  l  993  3 141  4 949  162  421 
1963  81  261  20  264  9?.2  l  626  3 505  107  578 
1964  75  210  15  782  l  036  2 876  3 203  98  107 
1965  90  853  20  050  l  182  4  53"/  3 277  119  899 
1966  78  343  18  370  926  3 885  2 913  104  437 
1967  47  178  15  517  7.97  3 939  2 075  69  506 
1968  51  152  13  100  900  3 749  1 604  70  505 
Source  :  Annuario  Statistioa Italiano ITALY 
Year 
- Country 
Netherlands 
Germany  (F.R.) 
Belgium 
l.i1xelabourg 
France 
Community 
Switzerland 
America 
Other countries 
Total 
Community  in %  of total 
MIGRATORY  MOVEMENTS  'fO  THE  OTHER  COMMUNITY  COUNTRIES 
(1960-68) 
1960  1961  1962  1963  1964  1965 
1  260  3 751  1  993  922  Loy;  1  1132 
100  544  112  860  117  427  81  261  75  210  90  q53 
4  915  2 458  3 141  1  626  2  876  4  537 
5  237  5 47?  4 949  3 505  3 203  3  277 
58  624  50  269  34  911  20  264  15  782  20  050 
170  580  174  816  162  421  107  578  98  107  Jl9  '399 
128  257  127  920  143  054  122  018  111  :163  103 159 
53  042  40  006  34  444  30  329  29  788  38  362 
32  029  28  869  25  692  17  686  18  724  21  223 
383  908  371  611  365  611  217  611  258  4?2  2S2  643 
44·4  47.0  44-4  38.8  37·95  42.4 
j~-- -- I 
1966  1967 
926  797 
7e  .343  47  17S 
3  385  3 939 
2 913  2 075 
1'3  370  15  517 
104  437  69  506 
104  299  89  407 
62  365  46  es5 
24  793  23  466 
296  494  229  264 
35.2  )0.) 
D VIII  3 
1968 
900 
51  152 
3 749 
1  604 
13  100 
70  505 
81  206 
40  563  l  23  439 
215  713 
32.7 
~  - on 
I Year  Germany  (F.R 
1953  6.7 
1954  6.6 
1955  6.6 
1956  6.6 
1957  6.4 
1958  6.2 
1959  6.2 
1960  6.1 
1961  6.1 
1962  6.0 
1963  6.0 
1964  6.2 
1965  6.1 
1966  6.2 
1967  6.0 
- 216-
COEFFICIENTS  OF  MOBILITY 
(1953-67) 
) France  Italy  Belgium 
'I> 
2.5  6.2 
2.6  6.3 
2.7  6.2 
2.8  6.1 
2.8  6.0 
2.9  6.0 
2.9  5-8 
3.1  6.0 
3.5  6.0 
4.3  5.7 
3-5  5-7 
3.1  5.7 
2.8  5.6 
2.8  5.6 
2.8  5-4 
Table  D  IX 
:WXembourg  Netherland• 
4·5  4.3 
4.4 
4.3 
4.3 
4.5 
4-4 
4-3 
4.4 
4-4 
4.3 
4.3 
4.4 
4-4  4·5 - 217-
ITALY  Table  D  X  3 
DIFFERENCES  IN  THE  POPULATION  DE  FACTO  AND  THE  RESIDENT 
POPULATION  AS  REVEALED  BY  THE  NATIONAL  GENSU3ES 
OF  1951  AND  1961 
in % 
1951  1961 
- Basio  region: 
Piemonte  100.75  100.91 
Valle d' Aoata  101.90  100.87 
Lombardi a  99-27  99-53 
Liguria  100.44  101.29 
Trentino  Alto-Adige  101.48  99.64 
Veneto  97-88  98.10 
Friuli-Venezia-Giu1ia  97.13  a  96.86 
Elnilia-Romagna  99-30  98.95 
Toscana  100.20  100.21 
Umbria  99-98  98.12 
Marche  98.88  97-40 
Lazio  101.29  101.04 
Campania  99.20  98.04 
t.bruzzi-r.loliae  96.20  93.35 
Puelia  99.15  96.8:? 
Basilicata  98.16  93.64 
Calabria  96.98  94-70 
Sicilia  98.98  98.14 
Sardeena  99·48  96.75 
ITALY  99.24 a  98.57 
- Main  geographical  areas: 
NORTH-WEST  99-89  100.18 
NORTH-EAST  98.64 a  98-40 
CENTRE  100.39  I  99-98 
SOUTH  99.64  96.82 
a  Without  the territor.y of Triest - 218-
Table  D XI 
MOVEMENTS  OF  POPULATION  IN  AGRICULTURAL  REGIONS  ( 1960-67) 
Migrat¥~a~ovement  ·Natural increase  Total increasea,lb 
1960-67  1960-67 
-Basic regions: 
Basilicata  - 1.65  1. 38  - 0,11 
Calabria  - l.  58  1.51  0.27 
Abruzzi-Molise  - 1.24  0.75  - 0.32 
Sardegna  - 1.01  1.47  0.77 
Puelia  - 0.97  1.54  0.92 
Umbria  - 0.95  0.52  - 0.23 
Sicilia  - 0.89  1.26  0.61 
~Iarche  - 0.76  0.65  0.11 
Corse  - 0.60  0.43 
Trier  - 0.40  0.92  0.57 
Niederba;yern  - o. 3'1  0.86  0.57 
B<.Lsse  Normandie  - 0.20  0.91  0.71 
Poitou-Charentes  - 0.20  0.60  0.34 
'l'rcntino  Alto-Adige  - 0.18  0.96  0.95 
Luxembourg  (B)  - 0.16  0.44  0.20 
Oberpfalz  - 0.12  0.92  0.83 
flretagne  - 0.10  0.59  0.1)9 
Loire  region  - 0.10  0.88  0.80 
EJn il  ia-Romagna  - 0.01  0.45  0.61 
Stade  0.01  0.79  0.90 
Champagne  0.10  0.89  0.99 
Namur  o.i8  0.28  0.54 
Limousin  0.20  - 0.08  0.05 
Picardie  0.20  0.84  1.06 
Auvergne  0.30  0.24  0.50 
Bourgogne  0.30  0.40  o.  72 
Valle d'Aosta  0.49  0.35  0.98 
Centre  0.60  0.54  1.15 
J\quitaine  0.70  0.34  1.04 
Midi-Pyrenees  0.  70  0.28  0.97 
Languedoc  l.  30  0.28  1.58 
a  Calculation of the  average  yearly growth  in% was  b~sed on  the  period 1961-68  for 
the  German  and Belgian regions and  on  the  period 1962-68  for  the  French  regions• 
b  The  total growth  in % does  not  equal  the  sum  of  the  total migratory  movements 
and  of natural increase since  both  these  rates of  growth  were  not  calculated on 
th"  same  basis. - 219-
'!'able  DXII 
MOVEMENTS  OF  POPULATION  IN  SE~!I-INDUSTRIALIZED REGIONS 
(1960-67) 
.. 
Migratory movement  Natural  j_ncrease 
total  1960-67  1960-67 
Total incr:si> 
- Basic  regions 
Campania  - 0.97  1.60  1.19 
Veneto  - 0.4"1  0.90  0,80 
Friesland  - 0.42  1.25  0.87 
Zeeland  - 0.31  0-93  0.68 
Oberfranken  - 0,27  0.61  0.30 
Osnabrilck  - 0.26  1.20  1.00 
Braunschweig  - 0.25  0.39  0.13 
llildesheim  - 0.22  0.55  0.33 
Friuli-Venezia-Giulia  - 0.18  0.20  0.32 
iwrich  - 0.10  1.13  1.05 
Gronineen  - 0.10  1.04  0.98 
Oldenbure;  0.01  1.03  1.13 
Haute-Normandie  0.10  1.00  1.15 
Toscana  0.15  0.37  0.67 
Unterfranken  0.21  0.94  1.09 
Drenthe  0.24  1.37  1.68 
Franohe-Compte  0.30  0.87  1.12 
Kacsel  0.31  0.66  0.97 
Grand  Duchy  0.33  0.37  0.89 
Koblenz  0.34  0.71  1.04 
l·:ontabaur  0.44  0.69  1.24 
Schwab en  0.47  0.73  1.15 
Alsace  0.50  0.71  1.16 
Mittelfranken  0.52  0.49  0.88 
Schleswig-Holstein  0.54  0.57  1.16 
Lilneburr:  0.57  0.77  1.39 
Sildwilrttemh-Hohenzo11ern  0.85  1.01  1.74 
Sildbaden  0.86  0.97  l.  70 
Rhone-A1pes  0.90  0.69  1.60 
Lazio  1.00  1.15  2.24 
Piemonte  1.2'/  0.25  1.48 
Oberbayern  1.57  0.60  2.00 
Provence  - Cote  d1Azur  2.20  0.43  2.58 
a,  b  See  footnotes  to table  D. XI. - 220-
MOVEMENT  OF  POPULATION  IN  SEMI-INDUS1'RULIZED  REGIONS 
(1960-67) 
- Basic  region: 
Lorraine 
Nord 
f.l\inster 
Zuid-Holland 
Hainaut 
Noord-Holland 
Arnsberg 
Oost-Vlaanderen 
West-Vlaanderen 
Overijesel 
Limbure  (NL) 
Ibm  burg 
Pfalz 
Antwerpen 
Saarland 
DUsseldorf 
Limbou:rg  (B) 
Noord-Brabant 
Detmold 
Hannover 
Utrecht 
Aachen 
Gelder  land 
Bremen 
Rheinhessen 
Faria area 
Nordwiirttemberg 
Nordbaden 
lhesbaden 
Brabant 
Lombardia 
Liguria 
Ko1n 
ta.r'tll~tadt 
Berlin Ouest 
!Migratory  movement 
total 1960-67 
- 0.50 
- 0.20 
- 0.17 
- 0.09 
- 0.09 
- 0.05 
- 0.05 
;...  0.04 
- 0.04 
- 0.04 
o.oo 
0.02 
0.13 
0.18 
0.21 
0.22 
0.24 
0.24 
0.27 
0.29 
0.30 
0.40 
0-45 
0-57 
0.63 
0.64 
0.70 
0-75 
0.79 
0.85 
0.87 
0.92 
0.96 
1.37 
1.44 
a,b  See  footnotes  to  table  D XI 
[Natural increase 
1960-67 
1.11 
0.93 
1.03 
J  09 
0.11 
1.01 
0.63 
0.47 
0.74 
1.45 
1.47 
0.72 
0.70 
0.83 
0.54 
0.07 
1.49 
1.63 
0.72 
0.42 
1.23 
. 0.74 
1.33 
0.51 
0.57 
0.77 
0.92 
0.66 
0.42 
0.70 
0.70 
0.21 
0.62 
0.68 
- 0.60 
Table D XIII 
Total increase 
a,b 
0.60 
0.70 
0.85 
-1.02 
0.18 
0.98 
0.50 
0.44 
0. 73 
1.43 
1.51 
o.oo 
0.75 
0.85 
0.81 
0.63 
0.45 
1.85 
1.90 
1.05 
O.q1 
1.62 
1.14 
1.91 
0.95 
1.15 
1.46 
1.42 
1.31 
1.09 
1.12 
1.62 
1.20 
1.81 
2.02 
- 0.24 - 221-
Table  D XIV 
POPULATION  DENSITY  ACCORDING  TO  CATEGORIES 
(1)  Year  1950 
Density 
2  Cumulated  %  Cumulated %  Number  of regions 
l!nhabi tants/km  of population  of area  per category  cumulated 
28  (  53  10-34  29.38  13  13 
53  (  91  21.85  50.10  12  25 
91  <  134  30.51  60.63  16  41 
134  <  149  40.10  70.09  11  52 
149  <  185  52.38  80.25  9  61 
185  <  266  70.15  90.90  15  76 
I  266  <  722  92.94  99.08  19  95  I  ,,~~  <  4 600  100  100  5  100  j  ~~. 
(i)  Year  1960 
Density  2  umulated %  Cumula'ted %  Number  of regions 
inhabitants/km  of population  of area 
per  category  cumulated 
30  <  53  5-10  16.57  8  8 
53  <  91  20.06  48.23  16  24 
91  <  134  26.83  57.78  14  38 
134  <  149  35.07  66.44  10  48 
149  .(  185  50.17  79.91  12  60 
185  <  266  60.43  86.63  ll  71 
266  (  722  91.16  98.41  23  94 
I  122  < 4 600  100  100  6  100 
I - 222-
Table  ·D  XIV 
POPULATION  DENSITY  ACCORDING  TO  CATEGORIES 
3)  Year 1968 
Density 
2  Cumulated%  Cumulated %  Number  of  regions 
inhabitants/km  of population  of area 
per  category  cumulated 
3?  <.  53  5.04  ),6.57  8  8 
53  <  91  16.89  4'3.30  14  22 
91  <  134  25-47  55.27  13  35 
134  .(  149  32.08  62.65  8  43 
149  <  185  43-10  73-28  13  56 
'  185  <  266  60.08  85.19  13  69 
I"' 
<  722  87.92  97.26  24  93 
722  < 4  600  100  100  7  100 
~~ Sozialsta.tistik,  Jahrbuch 1968  of the  SAEG. GERMANY  (F  .R.)  EKPLOYlfDT  TRENDS  l  Table  E  I  l 
'f,  changes  regional %  shares of 
in  '000  total employment 
19"0_11961  lcs:-lps~ 
1950  1961  1962  1968  yearly  !  yearl 
I  I  1962  - :Basic  region and  total  :a-:&l  l~c.o  :iClS: 
Land.: 
I  I 
SCHLES\HG-HOLSl'EIN  1035.4  986.2  992.2  978.5  - 4-75  - 0.44  1.  3~- - 0.20  4 . ..;1  3.72  3. -,,~ 
IUJ.ffiURG  746.5  891.9  914.6  830.6  +  19-48  +  1,63  9.1E  - 1. 37  3.1~  3.36  3.t.E 
NIEDERSACHSEN  2994.2  3019.9  2958.9  2923.8  +  0.86  + o.oe  1.19  - 0.17  12.  ?5  11.35  11.26 
R. B.  Hannover  625.1  682,1  685.8  636.4  +  9.12  +  0.50  7.20  - 1.06  2.66  2.57  2 .. 61 
Hildesheim  425.1  413.8  313.5  392.9  - 2.66  - 0.25  [+- 5-19  + 0.  73  1,8,1  1.56  1.42 
Liineburg  442.3  431.2  434.7  439.8  - 2-51  - 0.23  f+- 1.17  +  0.17  1.ee  1.63  1.65 
Stade  291.0  266.8  236.2  285.9  - 8.32  - 0.78  tt- 21.04  +  2.71  1.24  !.CO  0.90 
Osnabriick  317.5  329.6  302.4  288,3  +  3.81  +  0.34  4-66  - 0.63  l-35  1.24  1.15 
Aurich  169.1  164.8  174.2  179.5  - 2-54  - 0.24  tt- 3-04  +  0.43  0-12  0.62  0.66 I 
Braunschl-teig  371.1  384.7  380,0  374.3  +  3-66  +  0.33  1.50  - 0.22  1.58  1.45  1.45 
Oldenburg  353.0  346.9  372.1  326.7  - 1.7.3  - 0.16  12.20  - 1.85  1.51  1.31  1.42 
BREMEN  246,2  320,0  30( .9  311,2  +  29.97  +  2.41  I+  1:07  +  0.15  1.05  1.21  l-17 
NORDRHEIN-\'IESl'F ALEN  5744.8  7163.7  7066.0  6841,2  +  24-70  +  2.03  3.18  - 0.46  24-46  2(.01  26.90 
R.B.  Dusseldorf  1885.3  2474.2  2448.5  2459.2  +  31.24  +  2.50  f+- 0.44  +  0.06  8.03  9-33  9-32 
Koln  724.1  973,4  967.5  911.7  +  34.43  +  2.13  5-17  - 0.84  3.03  3-67  3.68 
Aachen  340.3  401.9  371.3  392.5  + 18.10  +  1.52  f!- 5-71  + o.eo  1.46  1.52  1.41 
~1iinster  827.8  964.4  999.5  946,1  +  16.50  +  1.40  5-34  - 0.78  3-52  3.64  3.81 
Detmold  689.0  170.8  782,0  133.3  + 11.87  +  1.02  6.23  - 0.91  2.93  2.90  2.98 
Arnsberg  1278.3  1579.0  1497 .2  1398.4  +  23-52  +  1.94  6.60  - 0.97  5-44  5-95  5-70 
-- ------ ------ 1.--------L--. 
1  Labour  force  (censuses 1950-61)  - gainfully employed persons  (miati-censuses  April 1962-68). 
196~ 
3.15 
3.21 
11.30 
2.46 
1.52 
l.  70 
1.11 
1.11 
0.69 
1.45 
1.26 
1.20 
26.45 
9.51 
3.52 
1.52 
3.66 
2.83 
5-41 
I 
~ 
~ 
~ 
I GERJWY  (F.R.)  EMPLOYMENT  TRENDS  l  Table  S  I  1 (COnt'd 1) 
%  changes  .  d  l  in  •ooo  regJ.onal  fO  shares of 
195571961  1962/l9bt  total employment  , 
1950  1:061  1"62  1°6S  tota1e  vearlv  tota1e  :rearl:r  10"0  1961  1 ;:);  1·'~-:.'  I 
- Basic region and  ., 
Land: 
HESSEN  2013.4  2324,5  ;>272.2  233t.5  +F.<;~  +  1.32  +  2.o:  +  0.4].  ~-~7  t.76  :.:0=  .• ~.: ~ 
R.B.  Darmstadt  622,2  745.8  763.4  772,3  +  19.86  +  1.66  +  1.17  +  0.17  2.65  2.81  2.91  2,))  1 
Kassel  580.7  587,0  595,0  566.7  +  1.05  + 0.10  - 4.76  -0.70  2.47  2.21  2.<6  2.19 
Wiesbaden  810.5  991.7  913,8  999.5  + 22.36  + 1.55  +  9.3:  + 1.30  3-45  3,74  3.LE 
1 
3.e6 
RHEINLAND-PFALZ  1485.6  1610.6  1603,8  1561.0  +.  8.41  + 0.74  - 2.67  - 0.39  6,32  6.07  6.11  6.03 
R.B.  Koblenz  440,2  461,9  457.4  431,2  +  4-93  + 0.44  - 5-73  - 0.:4  l,f7  1.74  1.74  1.67 
Trier  232.3  223.6  232.9  220.1  - 3,75  - 0.35  - 5.50  - o.:o  0,99  0.84  0.59  0,55 
Montabaur  117,0  118,0  123,5  118,1  +  0.85  + o.oe  - 4.37  -0.64  o.so  0.45  0.47  0,46 
Rheinhessen  187.9  215,2  211.5  224,7  + 14.53  + 1.24  +  6.24  + 0.87  o.eo  o.e1  o.~l  o.56 
Pfalz  508,2  591,9  578,5  566,9  + 16.47  +  1.40  - 2.01  - 0.29  2.16  2.23  2.<0  I  2.19 
BADEN~YDRTTEMBERG  3236.5  4019,2  4008,2  3952.5  + 24.18  + 1.99  - 1.39  ~ 0.20  13.7S  15.15  15.26  15.26 
R.B.  Nordwfrrttemberg  1216,81  1610,5  1612,9  1559.7  + 32.35  +  2.58  - 3.30  - 0.40  5.18  6.07  1  6.14  6,03 
Nordbaden  698,7  839,3  831,7  809,5  + 20.12  + 1.68  - 2.67  - 0.39  2.97  3.16  3.1?  3.13 
Siidbaden  694.7  829,8  828,0  839,6  +  19.45  + 1.63  +  1.40  + 0,20  2.96  3.13  3.15  3-25 
Siidwiirttemb.Hohenz.  626,3  739,6  735,6  743.7  + 18,09  + 1.52  +  1,10  + 0.16  2.67 I 2.79  2.80  2.87 
BAYERN  - 4571.3  4698A  4722,0  4770,7  +  2.fd  + 0.25  +  1.03  + 0.15  19.4o  17.71  1;.;t/  1:..44 
R.B.  Oberbayern  1225,1  1382,3  1408,5  1514,6  +  12.~3  + 1.10  +  7,53  + 1.04  5.22  5.21  5.3~  J  5-tS 
Niederbayern  533.8  449,3  477.5  428,9  - 15.83  - 1.56  - 10.18  - 1.53  2.27  1.69  l.e2  1.66 
Oberpfalz  434.4  409,7  399,0  385,1  - 5,69  - 0.53  - 3.48  - 0.51  1.85  1.55  1.52  1.49 
Oberfranken  562,3  551.5  569,5  534,0  - 1.92  - 0.18  1- 6.23  - 0.91  2.39  2.08  2.17  2.06 
!fitte1franken  639.1  705,6  693.4  697,7  +10.40  +0.90  I+  0.62  +0.09  2.72  2.66  12.63  2.70 
Unter_franken  521,3  521,1  511.9  526,9  - 0.04  0.00  I+  2,93  + 0.41  2.22  1.96  11.95  2.04 
Schwaben  655.3  678,7  662,2  683,5  +  3-57  + 0.32  [+  3.22  + 0.45  2.79  2.56  2.52  2.64 
---- ---------------
1  Labour  force  (censuses  1950-61)  - gaia!Klly employed persoas  (micro-censuses April 1962-68), 
N 
N  .... 
I GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Basic region and 
Land: 
SAARLAND 
BERLTI<  (\H"Sl') 
GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Main geographical 
areas: 
NORTH 
WEST 
CENTRE 
SOUTH 
BERLIN  (\·lEST) 
a 
EMPLOYMENT  TRENDS 
%changes 
in  •ooo  l  !  1950/1961  I  rs>o27l9o:l 
19'50 
I  1961  I  1962  I  1968  Ito tal  I yearly  I total  yearly  I 
I  I  I 
I 
I  I 
410.61  434.?  41o.;; 1  395.2  5-8?  +  0.52  - 3-?3 1 - o.s,; 
1  oo:,,4(  1  058.o
1  1  014.7!  966.3  5-34  +  0.4?  - 4.??  - 0.?0 
23  488.9(26  52?,11 26  271,0 r5  869.5 r  12.93!  +  1.11  1- 1.53  - 0.20: 
5 022.31  5  218.~  5 173.615 044.1!  3.90  •  0-35  - 2-50  - 0.42 
5  744,81  7  163.7  7  066,0  6  841.2  24-70  +  2.03  - 3-18  - 0.54 
3 909.6  4 "'·i 4 296.5  4  294"  11-771  •  1.02  •  0.19  +  0.03 
7  807,81  8  717.6  8130,218 723,2 +  11.651  +  0.01  -0.08  - 0.01 
1  "~4 ·f  1  "~8 C  1  C1  •  7  c·~ 3  ~  5  3'  +  0  ' 7  I  • 
7 7  - 0.70  '"'""'  •  "-t I  \,1..)  •  I  ~  .o.-r. I  '  /  - •  '  ..  "T  - -.-+ •  - I_-__ ..;..  I 
Table  E  I  l  (Cont'd 2) 
regional  <f.  shares of total 
I  employment 
10~!) 
//~  I  196r  1962  I  1o6<:  I 
I  I 
1.15  1.6.;  1.56 1  1.~·3  I 
4.27  I  3-99  1  3.&6 I 
I  3-?4 
1oo.oo !roo.oo I 1oo.oo l1oo.co 
I  I 
21.35  19.6?  19.69  19-~9 
24-461  27.01  26.90  26.45 
16.64  1  16.47  16.32116.60 
33.241  32.% I  33.23!  33.?2 
---~:-~7_1_3.99 I  3.~6 I  3.7-t 
a  Labour  force  (censuses 1950-61)  - gainfully  employed  persons  (micro-censuses April 1962-68). 
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GERMANY  (F.R.)  Table  n°  E I  1  a 
EMPLOYMENT  TRENDS  a 
in  '000  f.  changes  regional %  shares of total 
employment 
l')Gfl  1969  1968/1969  1968  l')G) 
· - :Basic  region and 
Landi 
iJCIILS::;~·!!C-HOL:JTEIN  9'/P.,'j  991  ~  1.28  3.78  3-79 
H:~.:J'Jrn  P.}O.G  ~2t1  - 0.80  3.21  3.1) 
r:r~~:ACHZEH  2 923.8  2  9:18  + 0.~8  11.:',0  11.23 
R.ll.  ll:<nnovcr  636.4  6~6  ·I·  1.51  2.46  2.47 
!filcloohcim  392.9  373  - ;>.06  1.52  1.43 
LUncburt~  43?.8  446  + 1.41  l.  70  l.  70 
::>trvlo  285.9  269  - 5-91  1.11  1.03 
OonabrUck  288.3  299  + 3.71  1.11  1.14 
A~:rich  179.5  l92  + 6.96  0.69  0. 73 
Braunschweig  374.3  380  + 1.52  1.45  1.4;1 
Oldenburg  326.7  335  + 2.54  1.26  1.28 
:.:.H~·~EN  311,2  314  + 0.89  1.20  1.20 
i/OilDI'J!EIN-riESTFALEN  6 841.2  6 916  + 1.09  26.45  26.1]3 
n.n.  DUsseldorf  2 459.2  2 474  + 0.60  ?.51  9-·15 
Y.<Hn  911.7  924  + 1.34  3.52  3.)3 
Aachen  392,5  400  + 1.91  1.52  1.53 
MUnster  ?,16,1  955  + 0.94  3.66  3.65 
Detmold  733.3  768  + 4· ';3  2.83  2.93 
Arnsberg  1 398.4  1 396  - 0.18  5.41  5-33 
HESS EN  2 338.5  2 359  + 0.87  9.04  9.01 
R.B.  Darmstadt  772,3 }  1 707  1 
+ 0.85  2.99  )  6.83 
Wiesbaden  999.5  3.86 
Kassel  566,7  572  +·0.93  2.19  2.18 
I'JIEINLAND-PFALZ  1 561.0  1 550  - 0.70  6.03  5-92 
R.B.  Koblenz  431,2 
1 
546  } - 0.60  1.67  } 2.09 
Montabaur  118,1  0.46 
Trier  220,1  217  - 1.41  0.85  0.83 
Rheinhessen  224.7 
] 
786  )  - 0.71  0.86 
}  3.00 
Pfalz  566.9  2.19 
a  Gainfully employed  persons  (micro-census  April  1968-69). - 227-
GERMA.irr  (F.R.)  Table E I  la.  ( Cont' d) 
EMPLOYMENT  TRENDS~ 
in  '000  %changes  regional %  shares of total 
employment 
1?68  1969  1961?.;1969  1968  1969 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
Bl..DEN-\ruRTTEt.ffiERG  3 9:>2.5  4 053  + 2.54  15.28  15.49 
R.B.  NordwUrttemberg  1  559. 7  1 632  + 4.64  6.03  6.23 
Nord baden  809.5  813  + 0.43  3.13  3.11 
SUd baden  839.6  843  + 0.40  3.25  3.22 
SUdwUrttemb,H.  743.7  766  + 2.30  2.87  2.93 
B/,YE:rm  4  770.7  4  872  + 2.12  18.44  18.62 
R. U.  O"t..::.:  .. ~a.ycrn  l  514.6  1 546  + 2.07  5-85  5-91. 
ilicderbo.yern  428,9  444  + 3.52  1.66  1.70 
Oborpfa1z  385.1  396  + 2.83  1.49  1.51 
Oberfranken  534,0  537  + 0.56  2.06  2.05 
l.:H t e1franken  6')7. 7  713  + 2.19  2.70  2.72 
Untorfranken  526.9  543  + 3.06  2.04  2.08 
3chwaben  68?i.)  693  + 1.39  2.64  2.65 
:JAARLA.:lD  395.2  399  + 0.96  1,53  1.52 
n:~:<LI!I  (1·/EST)  966,3  953  - 1.38  3.74  3.64 
GERMANY  ( F .R.)  25  869,5  26  169  + 1.16  100,00  100,00 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  5 044.1  5 067  + 0.45  19.49  19.36 
WEST  6 841,2  6  916  + 1.09  26.45  26.43 
CENTRE  4  29~. 7  4  308  + 0.31  16.60  16.46 
f>OUTH  8 723,2  8  925  + 2.31  33.72  34.11 
BE:RLIH  (WEST)  966.3  953  - 1.38  3.74  3.64 
l  Gainfully  employed  persons  (micro-census April 1968-69). FRAlfCE  EMPLOYMENT  TRENDS
1  '!anle  E  I  2 
.  ,
00 
%changes  regional %  shares of 
1n  °  1962211 ~54 
.·  ~  ~  total employment 
,  :1  19otjl;;>O< 
1954  1962  1968  total  yearly  ~ood  yearly  1954  I  1962  f  l9H 
r---------------------;--------;--------+-------~------~~--~+-------+-~~~4-------~-------~-
- Basio  region:  I 
Paris area  3  577.1  4  006,1  4  271,6  +  11.99  +  1.43  +  6.63  +  1.08  lc.~ j  1  21.02  2l.,;:J 
Char.1pagne  476.1  478.9  508,1  +  0,59  +  0.07  +  6.10  +  0.99  2,53  I  2.51  <-.::5 
Picardie  543,8  560.2  602,6  +  3.02  +  0.37  +  7-57  +  1.22  2.2~  2.9~  3.02 
Haute-Norma!1die  543.3  564,9  610,6  +  3.98  +  0.49  +  8.09  +  1.31  2.88  2.<;;6 
1 
3.06 
Centre  774.4  763.3  812,5  - 1.43  - 0.18  +  6.45  +  1.05  4.11  4.01  4.07  i 
Nord  1  337.7  1  320.8  1  337,2  - 1.26  - 0.16  +  1.24  +  0.21  7.10  6.93  6.70 
Lorraine  799.3  830,4  837,2  +  3.89  +  0.48  +  0.82  +  0.14  4.24  4.36  4.19 
ft~sace  546.2  533.5  561,0  - 2.33  - 0.30  +  5.15  +  0.84  2.90  2.:0  2.81 
Franche-Co8te  376.6  373,9  394.9  - 0.72  - 0.09  +  5.62  +  0.92  2.00  I  1.95  1.98 
Basse-Xormandie  533.0  508.3  530,4  - 4.64  - 0.59  +  4,35  +  0.71  2.83  2.67 
1 
2.66 
Loire  region  1  057,4  1  011,8  1  049.7  - 4.31  - 0.55  +  3.75  +  0.62  5.61  5-31 I  5-26 
Bretagne  1  071,8  990.6  992.8  - 7.58  -0.98  +  0.22  +  0.04  5.69  5.20  4-97 
Limousin  359.6  319,2  308,9  - 11.23  - 1.48  - 3.23  - 0.55  1.91  1.68  I  1.55 
Auvergne  562,3  517,2  526,9  - 8,02  - 1.04  +  1.88  +  0.31  2.98  I  2.  71  2.64 
Poi~ou~Charente  587,3  556,1  567.5  - 5.31  - 0.68  +  2.05  +  0.34  3.12 
1 
2.92  2-;~ 
Aqu~te.~ne  1  015,0  955,8  975.7  - 5.83  - 0.74  +  2.08  +  0.34  5.38  5.02  4·.0:/ 
Midi-Pyrenees  864,6  822.4  828,1  - 4.88  - 0.63  +  0.69  +  0.12  4.59  4.31  4.15 
Bourgogne  586,6  566,8  588,1  - 3.38  - 0.43  +  3.76  +  0.62  3,11  2.97  2.95 
~~6ne-~1pes  1  666,0  1  725,5  1  825,2  +  3.57  +  0.44  +  5.78  +  0.94  8.84  9.06  9.14 
Languedoc  535.7  540,2  579,2  +  0.84  + 0.10  +  7.22  +  1.17  2.84  2.84  2.90 
Provence-Cote d'Azur  1  033,5  1  109,6  1  253.7  +  7.36  + 0.89  +  12.99  +  2.06  5.48  5.82  6.28 
_!~ANC3  18 84'/,3  I  19  055.5  19  961.9  +  1.10  +  0.13  +  L1.76  +  0.78  100,_QQ__  100.00  lOO.QQ._ 
1  Working population - censuses of 1954  and  1962  - provisional  (quarterly) results of the  census  of 1968. 
N> 
N> 
00 
I FRANCE 
EMPLOYMENT  TRENDSl  l'ablc  E I  2  (Cont'd) 
%changes  regional %  shares of total 
in  '000  196271954  1968/1962  employ111ent 
1954  1962  1968  total  yearly  ·total  yearly  19"4  1962  1968 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
WEST  7  361.1  6  984.6  7  171.7  - 5.11  - 0.71  +  2.68  + 0.44  39.06  36.66  35.93 I 
EAST  7  909.1  8  064.8  8  518.6  +  1.97  +  0.16  + 5.63  + 0.92  41.96  42.32  42.67  I 
PARIS  AREA  3 577 .l  4  006.1  4  271.6  + 11.99  +  1.43  +  6.63  + 1.08  18.98  21.02  21.40 
- -- ---
l  Working  population - censuses of 1954 and  1962  - provisional  (quarterly)  results of the  census of 1968. 
""  ""  \C 
I ITALY  EMPLOYMENT  TRENDS1 
"/.changes 
in  '000 
1951/1961  1961/1963 
19'51  1961  1968  yearly 
I  yearly  total  total  I 
- :Basic  region: 
Piemonte  1700.2  1849.4  1787.4  +  8.77  +  0.84  - 3.35  - 0.49 
Val  d'Aosta  45.5  44,8  40.7  - 1.54  - 0.16  - 9.15  -1.36 
Liguria  706,1  781,1  678.6  + 10.62  +  1.01  - 13.12  - 1.99 
Lombardi  a  2891.1  3322,8  3273.3  +  14.93  +  1.40  - 1.49  - 0.22 
Trentino-Alto Adige  313.0  343.4  305.5  +  9-71  +  0.93  - 11.04  - 1.66 
Veneto  1587.7  1563.8  1531.1  - 1.51  - 0.15  - 2.09  - 0.30 
Friuli-Venezia Giulia  489,0  484.7  449.5  - 0.88  - 0.09  - 7.26  - 1.07 
Elnilia-Romagna  1658.7  1685.8  1605,1  +  1.63  +  0.16  - 4-79  - 0.70 
b!arche  682,9  659.3  571.3  - 3-46  - 0.35  - 13.35  - 2.03 
Toscana  1351.0  1402,3  1294.8  +  3.80  +  0-37  - 7.67  - 1.14 
Umbria  363.7  349,2  295,6  - 3-99  - 0-41  - 15.35  - 2.35 
Lazio  1413.0  1574.9  1487,7  +  11.46  +  1.09  - 5-54  - 0.81 
Campania  1598.4  1673.7  1622,4  +  4-71  +  0.46  - 3.07  - 0.45 
Abruzzi-Molise  709.9  651.0  526.6  - 8.30  - 0.86  - 19.11  - 2.99 
Puglia  1229,7  1179.9  1188,2  - 4.05  - 0.41  +  0.70  + 0.10 
Basilicata  264.8l243.9  214.4  - 7.89  - o.82  - 12.10  - 1.83 
Calabria  771.6  675.2  607,1  - 12.49  - 1.32  - 10.09  - 1.38 
Sicilia  1465.8  1486.4  1443.4  +  1.41  +  0.14  - 2.89  - 0.42 
Sardegna  450.8  458.8  424.5  +  1.  77  +  0.18  - 7.48  - 1.11 
ITALY  19692.9  20430·4  19347.2  +  3-75  +  0.37  - 5.301  _ 0.77 
~- -
4  Total  working population  (employment in Italy). 
Table  E  I  J 
regional %  shares o:f  total 
employment 
19'>1  1961  1":0~ 
8.6  9-1  9.2 
0.2  0,2  0.2 
3.6  3.8  3.5 
14.7  16.3  ......  ·"' 
-; •"-' 
1.6  1.7  1.6 
8.il  7.6  7.9 
2•5  2.4  2.3 
8.4  8.3  8.3 
3.5  3.2  3.0 
6.9  6.9  6.7 
1.8  1.7  1.5 
7.2  7·7  7.7 
8.1  8.1  8.4 
3.6  3.2  2.7 
6.3  5.8  6.1 
1.3  1.2  1.1 
3-9  3.3  3.1 
7-4  7.3  7-5 
2.3  2.2  2.2 
100.0  100.0  1 100.0 
I 
""  .., 
Q 
I I'rALY  EMPLOYMENT  !.'.RENDS
1 
%changes 
in  ~00 
19"lflq51 
1951  19_61  1968  total  yearly 
- Main  geographical areas: 
NORTH-WEST  5342.9  5998.1  5780.0  ft  12.26  +  1.16 
NORTH-EAST  4048.4  407'7.7  3891.2  f+- 0.72  +  0.07 
CEN'l'RE  3810.6  3985.7  3649.4  4.60  +  0.45 
SOUTH 
6491.0  6368.9  6026.6  1.92  - 0.10 
1  Total working population  (employment  in Italy). 
1?61/1958 
to~al  yearly 
- 3.64  - 0.53 
- 4-57  - 0.67 
- 8.44  - 1.25 
- 5.37  - 0.78 
E  I  3  (Cont'd) 
Regional %  shares of total 
employment 
1951  1061  1968 
27.1  29.3  29.9 
20.6  20.0  20.1 
19.3  19.5  18.9 
33.0  31.2  31.1 
""  "" - 232-
ITALY  Table  n•  E 1  3  a 
Regional  % shares 
in  '000  %changes  of total employment 
1968  1969  1968/1969  1908  1969 
-Basic region: 
Picmonte  1  787.4  1  757.4  - 1.68  9.2  9.2 
Val  d'Aosta  40.7  42,0  + 3.19  0.2  0.2 
Li;;uria  678.6  659.6  - 2.80  3.5  3.5 
Lombardia  3 273,3  3 278,6  + 0.16  17.0  17.1 
Trwntino-Alto Adige  305.5  301,6  - 1.28  1.6  1.6 
t; ~me  to  1  531.1  1  516,7  - 0.94  7-9  7-9 
Friuli-Venezia-Giulia  449.5  449.5  - 2-3  2.3 
Emilia-Romagna  l  605.1  1  614.2  + 0.57  8.3  8.4 
l·:o.rche  571.3  571,1  - 0.04  3.0  3.0 
To3cana  1 294.8  1  312.5  + 1.37  6.7  6.9 
Umbria  295.6  290,1  - 1.86  1.5  1.5 
Lazio  1 487.7  1 483.7  - 0.27  7-7  7-7 
C<:>mp<:mia  l  622,4  1  564,0  - 3.60  8.4  8.2 
Abruzzi-~!o1ise  526,6  518.8  - 1.48  2.7  2.7 
ru.r;lia  1  183.2  1  173.6  - 0.81  6.1  6.1 
Olazilicata  214.4  211,1  - 1.54  1.1  1.1 
Calabria  607.1  600.5  - 1.09  3.1  3.1 
Sicilia  1 443.4  1 391.4  - 3.60  7-5  7-3 
Gardegna  424.5  412.6  - 2.80  2.2  2.2 
ITALY  19  347.2  19  149.0  - 1.02  100.0  100.0 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH-WEST  5  780,0  5  737.6  - 0.73  29-9  30.0 
NORTH-EAST  3 891,2  3 882,0  - 0.24  20.1  20.2 
CENTRE  3  6t19.4  3  657.4  + 0.22  18.9  19.1 
.SOOT~  6 026,6  5 872.0  - 2.57  31.1  30.7 
1 Total  working  population  (employment  in Italy). BELGIUM 
EMPLOYMENT  TRENDSl  ·rab1e  E  I  4 
in  •ooo  %changes  Regional  % shares of total 
194771961  1961/1969 
employment 
- Basic  region: 
1947  1961  1969  total  yearly  total  1  yearly  1947  I  1961 
~·:est_  Vlaanderen  376.6  395.3  385.1  + 4·97  + 0.35  - 2.58  - 0.33  11.13  11.13 
Oost-Vlaanderen  496.0  491.9  487.9  - 8.27  - 0.57  - 0.81  - 0.10  14.66  14.60 
.f.nt'.·rerpen  490.0  532.7  541,0  + 8.71  + 0.60  1.56  0.19  14.49  15.81 
Limburg  157.7  183.1  210.8  +16.11  I  + 1.07  15.13  1.78  4.66  5.43 
Hainaut  502,4  422.3  459.4  -15.94  - 1.23  8.79  1.06  14.85  12.53 
J:amur  128,2  124.2  126.0  - 3.12  - 0.23  1.45  0.18  3.79  I  3.69 
Liege  403.7  369.5  364.8  - 8.47  - 0.63  - 1.27  - 0 .. 16  ll.94  10.97 
Luxe::bourg  75.6  71.0  68.5  - 6,09  - 0.45  - 3.52  - 0.45  2.24  2.11 
3r.abant  752.1  179.3  846.2  + 3.62  + 0.25  8.58  1.03  22.24  23.13 
--
BELGIUM  3 382.3  3 369.3  3 489.7  - 0.38  - 0.04  3.57  0.44  100.00  I 
100.00 
-- -
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
FLEMISh  REGION  l  636.8  1 728.0  l  764.7  + 5.57  +  0.39  +  2.12  + 0.26  48.40  51.28 
WALLOON  REGION  l  133.0  1 059.9  l  100,8  -10.41  - 0.(8  +  3.86  + 0.47  34.97  31.46 
BRUSSELS  AREA  562,5  581.4  624,2  +  3.36  + 0.24  +  7.36  + 0.89  16.63  17.26 
...  - _L . -~  .  --~----L.--~-
Working  population  (excluding unemployed  and  those  undergoing military service)  1947  and  1961  censuses, 
1969  micro-census. 
1969 
11.04 
13-98 
15.50 
6.04 
13.17 
3.61 
10.45 
1.96 
24.25 
100.00 
50.57 
31.54 
17.89 
""  ..,  .., 
I NETHERLANDS 
EMPLOYMENT  TRENDS1 
in  •ooo  %changes 
1950/1960  1960/1965 
- Basic  region:  1950  1960  1965  total  yearly  total 
Groningen  162.2  163.7  176.5  0.92  0,09  7,82 
Friesland  155.1  153-4  160.9  - 1.10  - 1.11  4.89 
Drenthe  97.9  104.7  111.9  6.95  0,67  6.88 
'lverijsse1  281.2  296.2  316.9  5-33  0.52  6.99 
Ge1derland  395.5  431.1  472.0  9.00  0,87  9-49 
Utrecht  204.0  232.0  260,2  13.73  1.29  12.16 
Noord-Holland  672.0  742-4  811.7  10.48  1.00  9-33 
Zuid-Holland  854.7  962.2  1037.4  12.58  1.19  7.81 
Zeeland  93-5  94-9  97,8  1.50  0.15  3.06 
Noord-Brabant  449-4  522.7  570.4  16,31  1,52  9.13 
Limburg  268.5  303.7  328.3  13.11  1.24  8.10 
Miscellaneous  1  and  2  139.0  175-0  161.0  25.90  2.33  - 8.00 
liE'i'HERLANDS  3773.0  4182.0  4505,0  10,84  1.03  7.  72 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  415.2  421.8  449.3  1.59  o.:6  6.52 
EAST  676.7  727.3  W.l.9  7.48  o.  72  8.47 
WEST 
17J()., I""·' 
2109.3  11.90  1.13  8.92 
SOUTH  811.4  921.3  996.5  13-54  1.28  8.16 
1 
2 
Employment  expressed in terms  of  volume  of work  (arbeidsvolume). 
Persons  undergoing military service in the Navy,  Air Force  and  Army. 
yearly 
1.52 
0.96 
1.34 
1.36 
1.83 
2.32 
1.80 
1.51 
0,60 
1.  76 
1.57 
- 1,65 
1.50 
1.27 
1.64 
1.72 
1.58 
Table  E  I  5 
Regional %  shares of 
total employment 
1950  1960 
4-3  3.9 
4-l  3.7 
2.6  2.5 
7.4  7.1 
10.5  10.3 
5.4  5.5 
17.8  17.8 
22.7  23.0 
2.5  2.3 
11.9  12.5 
7.1  7.2 
3.7  4.2 
100,0  100.0 
11.0  10,1 
17.9  17.4 
45.9  46.3 
I  21.5  22.0 
I 
I  I 
i 
1965  I 
3.9 
I 
3.6 
2.5 
7.0 
10.5 
5.8 
18,0 
23.0 
2,2 
12,6 
7.3 
3.6 
100.0 
10.0 
17.5 
46.8 
22.1 
""  ....  .... 
I .-
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LUXEMBOURG  'l'ab1e  E  I  6 
%changes 
in  •000 
I  1947  1960 
19117  1960  1966  totnl  yearly 
Luxembourg  134.8  128.5  130.7  - 4.72  - 0.37 
1  Gainfully  employed  persons  (national censuses). 
Year 
1947 
1960 
1966 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(in abaolute fisures) 
Primary sector  lse,:ondary  sector 
35.0  53,3 
19.3  56;1 
14.6  58.7 
1960  I  1966 
totnl  yearly 
1.  72  0.28 
Table  E II 6 
Tertiary sector 
46.8 1 
52.5 
57.4 
Including  persons  employed in 'the  category "activities difficult to describe". 
Year 
lSM·r 
l~GO 
1966 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region •  100) 
Primary sector  Secondary  sector 
25.91  39.45 
15.02  44,12 
11,1'1  44,91 
'rablo  E III 6 
Tertiary sector 
34.641 
40.86 
43.92 
Including persons  employed  in  the  category  "activities difficult tG  describe". 
Period 
19•17 I19GO 
196011966 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPlOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Average  yearly  changes  in %) 
Primary sector  Secondary  sector 
- 4.48  + 0.48 
- 4·54  + 0.58 
'l'able  IV  6 
Tertiary sector 
+ 0,89 
+ 1.50 GERMANY  ( F .R. )  DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(in absolute  figures - in  •ooo) 
T::b1e  E  II  1 
I  i 
l9"i0  I  1961  I  1962  I  196:> 
Primary !Second  at;  Tertiar Primary 1 Sec on~ ertiru: frimary  econdaryll Tertiacy Primary Sec<ndaryf'lertiary 
SACt~~  SActn~  ~Acto~  I~A~tor  sector  ector  ector  sector ·sector  sector  sector-1 se~ 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
SCHLES.HG-HOLSTETII  253.7  388.7  393,0  157.9  366,3  442,01  134,0  3~;;.1  469.1  11:.2  37,.;.c  1-4::5,5 
HAloffiURG  19.3  305.9  421,3  13.0  345.1  533.8  13.1  354.6 I 546.9  16,0  304.9  507.1 
NIEDERSACHSEN  909.0  1088.0  997.2  588.9  11291.8  1139.2  559.6  1259.6 ! 1139.7 I  4;.E.l  1211.3  1254.4 
R,B,  Hannover  140.9  242.1  242.1  90,3  301.9  289,9  84._5  310.1 I  291.2  57.1  274.1  305.2 
Hildesheim  104.9  182.3  137-9  63.3  200.7  149.8  56.2  167.3  150,0  46.9  176.4  169.6 
Ltineburg  160,9  141.5  139.9  97.8  180.5  152.9  102.9  171.1  J  160,7  59,4  171.7  208.7 
Stade  125.2  82.0  83.8  85,3  89.8  91,7  70.2  83.0 I  33,0  1  73.6  101.1  I  106,2 
Osnabruck  119,6  111.8  86.1  84.8  137,0  107.8  76.8  134.9  90.7  55.8  125-5  107.0 
Aurich  72-4  43.7  53.0  49.7  50.7  64.4  42,4  61,8  70.0  48.0  63,9  67.6 
Braunschrreig  66,4  169.0  135.7  36.3  197.7  150,7  29,3  198.6  152.1  26,0  184.7  163.6 
Oldenburg  118.7  115.6  118.7  81.4  133.5  132,0  97,3  132,8  142.0  86.3  113.9  126.5 
BREI·!EN  8.8  104.2  133.2  6.0  132.3  181.7  6.2  120.91  180.81  3.2  125,9  182,1 
NORDRHEIN-liESTFALEN  674-3  3180.0  1890-5  458.8  4038,6  2666.3  372.3  4034.1 I 2659.6  327.3  3705.5 I 2808.4 
R.B.  DUsseldorf  113.9  1112.8  658.6  74.9  1442.2  957.1  55.1  1425.8  967.6  59.4  1347.3  1052,5 
Koln  80.6  351.6  291.9  48.3  478,5  445.6  36.1  466.3  465.1  29.0  442.1  440.6 
Aachen  61.7  177.7  100.9  37,1  221.0  143.8  24.0  205.0  142.3  31.3  215.2  146.0 
Mtinster  148.3  450.4  229.1  102.2  537.8  324,4  97,7  567.3  334,5  87,8  516,3  342,0 
Detmold  151.7  324.6  212.7  112.5  406.6  251.7  85.8  443.6  252.6  75,6  372.9  284.8 
Arnsberg  118.1  762.9  397,3  82,8  952.5  543,7  73.6  926.1  497.5  44-2  811.7  542.5 
-- - --- - ___  _.r. ___  ..L-__  _._ ___  ...__ __  __._, __ 
""  ... 
Q-. 
I (ti) 
GERMANY  (F.R.) 
1950 
Primary  !3econdar~ 
I ~o~+n~  ~P~+n.,. 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
!lESSEN  468.8  867.2 
R.B.  Darmstadt  146.1  293·4 
Kassel  190.4  224.2 
}liesbaden  132.3  349.6 
R!IElliT.Al!D-PF ALZ  536.1  537.6 
R.B.  Koblenz  158.1  150.8 
Trier  126,5  50.1 
Montabaur  46.9  40.9 
Rheinhessen  61.3  65.5 
Pfalz  143·3  229.1 
BADEN-1-lURTM·IEERG  845.5  1481.2 
R.B.  Nordwlirttember~  263.4  606.1 
Nordbaden  133.3  321.9 
Sudbaden  232.6  271.1 
Sudwlirtt.Hohenzo11.216.2  215.5 
BAYERlr  1398.1  1370.6 
R.B.  Oberbayern  270.7  485.7 
Ni e-d  ·rbayern  247.4  178.3 
Ob ..  )fa1z  166.3  162.9 
Oberfranken  147.6  282.7 
Mittelfranken  156.2  289.1 
Unterfranken  193.9  199·4 
Sch>~aben  216.0  272."-
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
{in absolute figures  - in  •ooo) 
1961  1962 
Tertiary Primary Secondar  Tertiar  P:~:ary'  fe~~arJ  sector  I  sector  sector  Q&~+n  ...  :~o  >n...  ""  tor 
671.4  316.4  1081,1  921.0  289.6  1067 .o 
182.7  96.8  388.6  260.4  94.9  394.6 
166.1  135.9  145.8  205.3  121.0  253.9 
328.6  83.7  446.7  461.3  13.1  418.5 
411.9  352.0  682.3  576.4  326.5  687.6 
131.3  99.8  184.3  171.8  92.5  181.3 
55.1  85.8  62.9  74.9  88.5  62,6· 
29.2  29.0  50.3  38.7  23.5  50.9 
61.1  44.1  87.5  83.6  37.5  91·9 
135.2  93.3  297.3  201.3  84.5  294·9 
909.8  636.9  2108.8  1213.5  605.3  2125.2 
346.7  201.1  896.9  506.5  184.1  917.5 
231.5  98.0  429.4  311.9  94.4  425.3 
191.0  115.0  387.9  266.9  169.2  394·5 
134.6  156.8  394.6  188.2  151.0  387.9 
1302.6  1014.3  2100.8  1583.3  903.9  2138.9 
468.7  199.3  578.1  604.9  181.5  589.9 
108.1  176.1  160.8  ll2.4  157.7  182.9 
105.2  114.0  176.3  119.4  100.3  173.1 
132.0  108.9  295.8  146.8  98.6  313.9 
193.8  120,9  346.3  238.4  99.3  341.5 
128,0  136.1  230.0  155.0  111.7  229.6 
166.8  150.0  313.3  206.4  148.8  308.0 
rab1e  E  II  1 {Cont'd  1) 
1C'A  ,ov 
Tertiary  P!'!~!ry s;:~~;  ~H~;~  "ector  1 "e  >r 
91).6  1;;7.7  1155· 3  965.5 
2/3.9  52.4  42{), 3  299.6 
220.1  97.6  2)8.1  211.0 
421.6  47.7  476.9  414.9 
589.7  274.0  661.4  625.6 
183.6  68.5  163.1  199.0 
81,8  n.o  69.4  13.1 
49.1  20.1  55.4  42.6 
76.1  38.1  91.0  95.6 
199.1  10.3  281.9  214.1 
1271.7  445.1  2091.2  1416.2 
510.7  136.4  871.1  551.6 
312.0  58.5  405.5  345.5 
264.3  111.5  410,8  311.3  I 
190.1  132.1  403.2  207.8 
1679.2  794.0  2119.4  1857.3 
637.1  169.6  604.1  140.3 
136.9  133.7  159.5  135.7 
125.6  75.9  176.2  133.0 
157.0  88.5  219.2  166.3 
252.6  94.6  328.8  274.3 
164.6  98.7  252.4  175.8 
205.4  133.0  318.6  231.1_. 
""  <:..>  _, 
I GERMANY  (F.R.) 
1950 
l>rimary  Secmdar~ 
·n~  l~.,ctor 
- Basic region and 
Land: 
SAPlLA1ID  61.3  226.4 
BERLIN  (l·/EST)  20.8  455-7 
GERir!ANY  ( F.  R. )  5195.7  10  505.5 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  1190.8  1886.8 
WEST  674-3  3180.0 
CENTRE  1066.2  1631.2 
SOUTH  2243.61  3351.8 
BERLIX  (:·13S7)  20.8  455-7 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(in absolute figures) 
1961  1962 
Tert:ialy  Primary Seem dar  'lerti.ary Primary  Secondaz: 
sector  sector  sector  sector  lsector  sector 
122.9  36.2  235.9  162.6  25.6  223,8 
527.9  6.4  496.8  554.8  4.8  464.5 
7787.7  3586.8  12  899.8  10  040.5  3240.9  12  865.3 
1944-7  765.8  2155·5  2296.7  712.9  2124.2 
1890.5  458.8  4038,6  2666.3  372.3  4034.1 
1212.2  704.6  1999-3  1666.0  641.7  1978.4 
2212.4  1651.2  4209.6  2856.8  1509.2  4264.1 
527.9  6.4  496.81  554.8  --~~~  464.5 
----
Table  E  II  1 (Contd 2) 
(in •ooo) 
196::> 
Tertiary Primary SeccndarY,  Teitiary 
sector sector  sector  sect~---
161.1  14.6  209.0  171.6 
545-4  s.o  429.4  531.9 
10  164.8  2653.2  12  385.1  10 828.2 
2336.5  595·5  2016.9  2431.7 
2659.6  327.3  3705.5  2808.4 
1666.4  486.3  2025.7  1782.7 
2956.9  1239.11  4210.6  3273.5 
545.4  5.0  429.4  531.9 
""  ""'  00 
I GERMANY  (F,R.) 
Basic areas and Land 
SCJ!LZSHIG-HOLSTEIN 
l!Al.ffiUilG 
NIEDE!lSACHSEN 
Il,B.  Hannover 
llildcsheim 
LUneburg 
Stade 
Osnabrilck 
Aurich 
Jraunschweig 
Oldenburg 
BREI<!EN 
NORDR!IEIN-WESTFALEN 
R.n.  D'Llsseldorf 
Koln 
Aachen 
lfllnster 
Dot mold 
Arnsberg 
HESSEN 
R,D,  Darmstadt 
v/iesbaden 
Kassel 
R!IEINLAND-Pl>'ALZ 
R.n.  Koblcnz 
J;:ontabaur 
':!'rier 
Hhcinhc~=cn 
l'  :·:-~l:.; 
- 239-
Table  n°  E II l  a 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(absolute  figures  - in  '000) 
1968  1969 
I!Timary  fecondary  ~rtiary  Primary  ~eondary 
~ector  sector  sector  sector  sector 
118.2  m.8  485.5  117  373 
16.0  304.9  509,7  16  312 
458.1  1 211.3  1 254,4  447  1.220 
57.1  274.1  305.2  (  55)  (  287) 
46.9  176.4  169,6  (  47)  (  174) 
59.4  171.7  208,7  (  68)  (  162) 
78.6  101.1  106.2  (  70)  (  95) 
55.8  125.5  107,0  (  56)  (  131) 
48.0  63,0  67.6  ( 42)  (  67) 
26.0  184.7  163,6  (  21)  (  193) 
86.3  113~~  126,5  ( 88)  (  112) 
3.2  125.9  182.1  0  129 
327.3  3 705.5  2 808,4  326  3810 
59.4  1 347.3  1 052.5  (  62)  (1  )53) 
29.0  442.1  440.6  (  31)  (  454) 
31.3  215,2  146,0  (  27)  (  227) 
87.8  516,3  342,0  (  93)  (  528) 
75.6  372.9  284,8  (  70)  (  410) 
44.2  811,7  542,5  ( 43)  (  838) 
197.7  1 155.3  985.5  195  1 174 
52.4  420,3  299,G  (105)  (  910) 
47.7  476.9  474.9 
97.6  258,1  211,0  (  90)  (  265) 
274.0  661,4  G2~,6  254  675 
Gt.)  103.7  199.0  )  (  81)  J (  238) 
20.1  55.4  42.6 
77.0  69.4  73.7  (  69)  (  72) 
38.1  91,0  95.6  )  (104) 
1 
(  365)  '  70.3  281,9  214.7 
Tertiary 
sec.tor 
502 
496 
1272 
(  304) 
(  152) 
(  216) 
(  104) 
(  112) 
(  83) 
(  166) 
(  135) 
182 
2  780 
(1  059) 
(  439)  . 
(  14(i) 
(  333) 
(  288) 
(  )15) 
990 
(  772) 
(  217) 
621 
}( 228) 
(  76) 
J  (  31 7) 
<  The  f~gures  ~n brackets,  val~d for  1969,  are  est~mates based  on  off~c~al statistics. GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Basio  region and  Land 
BA"!lmi'-W'C:RTTEl.!J3ERG 
a.B.  Nordwilrtt om bert; 
Nord baden 
SUdba.den 
SUdw\irtt.  Hohenzol 
BAURN 
R.B.  Oberba.yern 
::icderba.yern 
Oocrpfalz 
Cbcrfrankcn 
I.: itt  clfra.nken 
Untorfranken 
Schvn..bcn 
S.A~"~J1L.\nD 
:3::TILI::  (i'i~ST) 
GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH 
WEST 
CENI'RE 
SOUTH 
BERLUI  (l1EST) 
- 240-
Tabl~  n°  E II la 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(in absolute  figures - •ooo) 
1968  1969 
Primary  Secondary  Tertiary  Primary  Secondary 
sector  sector  sector  sector  sector 
4~5.1  2 0S'l.2  1 416,2  4~3  2 208 
136.4  871.7  551.6  (129)  (938) 
58.5  405.5  345.5  (  50)  (425) 
117.5  410.8  311.3  (121)  (415) 
132.7  403,2  207.8  (123)  (430) 
794.0  2 119,4  1 857.3  780  2 204 
169.6  604,7  740.3  (170)  (626) 
133.7  159·5  135.7  (142)  (163) 
75.9  176,2  133.0  (  79)  (181) 
88,5  279,2  166,3  (  83)  (293) 
94.6  328,8  274.3  (  88)  (345) 
98.7  252,4  175.8  (  90)  (270) 
133.0  318,6  231.9  (129)  (325) 
14,6  209.0  171.6  12  214 
5.0  429,4  531,9  6  422 
2 653,2  12  388.1  10  828,2  2 577  12  741 
595.5  2 016.9  2 431.7  580  2 034 
327.3  3 705,5  2 808,4  32G  3 810 
486.3  2 025.7  1 782,7  461  2 063 
l  239.1  4 210,6  3,273.5  1 .203  4 412 
5,0  429.4  531.9  6  422 
Tertiary 
sector 
1 423 
(565) 
(339) 
(308) 
(213) 
1 889 
(750) 
(139) 
(136) 
(161) 
(280) 
(183) 
(239) 
173 
525 
10.851 
2 452 
2 780 
1 784 
3 312 
525 
The  figures  in brackets,  valid fer  1969,  are estimates based  on  official statistics. FRANCE 
- Basic  region! 
Primary 
sector 
Paris area  91.1 
Champagne  126,8 
Picardie  153.1 
Haute-Nor:nandie  118.9 
Centre  307.1 
Nord  174.2 
Lorraine  120,1 
A1sace  116,5 
Franche-Comte  111.2 
Basse-Normandie  249,6 
Pays  de  1a Loire  471.0 
Bretagne  563.6 
Limousin  186.7 
Auvergne  241,9 
Poitou-Charente  276.5 
Aqm.taine  442.1 
Midi-Pyrenees  399-2 
Bourgogne  214,1 
Rhone-A1pes  413,4 
Languedoc  205.6 
Provence-Cote  d'A2ur  204,9 
FRAJ'ICE  5193.6  I 
-- ---·----~  - -- I 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDilfG  TO  EMPLOYME!fl'  SEOJ)ORS 
(absolute figures  - in '000) 
1  9  5 4  1  9  6  2 
Secondary  !Tertiary  ,.1:'r1.mary  !  Secondary 
sector  ·sector  sector  sector 
1632.1  1853.9  66.7  1809.3 
189.6  159·7  101.4  204.8 
214.2  176.5  114.6  245.0 
213,0  211.4  95-5  233.3 
227.8  239.5  227.8  258.9 
746.4  417,1  136.0  717.7 
431.3  247-9  91,0  439,6 
248,1  181,6  74.6  252,6 
162.4  103.0  79.7  181.4 
131,2  152.2  207.4  134.8 
290,5  289.9  373.7  308,3 
221,1  287,1  439.1  225.1 
86,0  86,9  135.5  88,9 
165,0  155.4  176,4  174.6 
143.8  167,0  214,3  149.3 
250,1  322,8  320,3  283.4 
232,2  233,2  303,6  250,3 
179.7  192,8  159.6  200,9 
739,2  513.4  298.1  836.1 
139.3  190-,8  168,0  154.7 
328.0  500,6  152.2  393.9 
6971,0  6682.7  3935.5  7542,9 
Table  E  II  2 
1  9  6  8 
Tertiary  Primary  :Second~ry  Tertiary 
sector  sector  sector  sector 
2130.1  56.7  1812.9  2402.0 
172.7  84.0  225.6  198·5 
200.6  95.7  275.8  231,1 
236,1  77-9  264.5  268,2 
276.6  173.8  321.3  317.4 
467.1  111,6  639,2  532.4 
299.8  75.3  428.7  333-2 
206.3  61,5  259.0  240.5 
112.8  60,8  201.4  132-7  ~ 
166,1  174.4  163.0  193.0 
329.8  302,1  370.3  371-3 
326.4  349.1  275.5  368.2 
94.8  103,9  96,9  108,1 
166,2  139.1  195;8  192.0 
192,5  171.4  178,8  217.3 
352,1  246,8  320,1  408.8 
268,5  231.5  275.5  321.1 
206,3  123.2  229.5  235.4 
591.3  225.3  877,6  722.3 
217.5  135.3  180,2  263.7 
563.5  131,9  442.5  679,3 
7571.1  3131.3  8088,1  8742.5 FRANCE 
1  9  5  4 
l:'r~mary 
sector  ~~g%g~ry 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
WEST  3349.3  1887 .o 
EAST  1753.2  3451.9 
PARIS  AREA  91.1  1632.1 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(in absolute figures) 
1  9  6  2 
~~a~~y  ~g~~~y  »~gg~~ry  :r~~H~~y I ~~~~~p 
-· 
2124.8  2566.1  2028.3  2390.5  2027.4 
2704.0  1302.7  3705.3  3056.5  1047,2 
1853.9  66,7  1809.3  2130,1  56,7 
---
Table  E II 2  (Cont'd) 
1  9  6 8 
.;;~gg¥g~ry  :fertiary  sec  or 
2377 ·4  2766.9 
3897.8  3573.6 
1812,9  2402.0 
---
~ 
""'  ~ 
I IrALY 
Primary 
sector 
-:Basic  region: 
Piemonte  580,0 
Val  d'Aosta  17.0 
Liguria  126.0 
Lombardia  614.0 
Trentino-Alto Adige  133.0 
Veneto  753.0 
Friuli-Venezia Giulia  163.0 
Enilia-Romagna  886.0 
Marche  426.0 
Toscana  574.0 
Umbria  212,0 
Lazio  477.0 
Campania  761,0 
Abruzzi-Molise  495.0 
Puglia  739,0 
Basilicata  - 194,0 
Calabria  501,0 
Sicilia  759.0 
Sardegna  230.0 
IrALY  8640,0 
1 9 5 1 
DISI'RIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYJIEllT  SEOI'ORS 
(in absolute figures) 
~000) 
1 9 6 1 
Secondary 
sector 
Tertiary 
sector 
Primary  Secon'dary  Tertiary 
sector  sector  sector 
684.0  436.2  460.0  869,7  519,7 
18.6  9,9  10,0  20,7  14,1 
276.6  303.5  113,0  310,8  357,3 
1465-6  811,5  399,0  1901,9  1021.9 
82,0  98.0  117.0  97.4  129,0 
436,1  398,6  472,0  595.4  496.4 
161.9  164,1  116.0  181.3  187.4 
377.4  395.3  591.0  586,3  508,5 
131.5  1.25.4  344,0  165,9  149.4 
426.5  350.5  379.0  571.9  445.4 
83,2  68,5  167,0  100.4  81.8 
354.1  581.9  329,0  472.1  773.8 
375-9  461,5  581,0  526.4  566.3 
97·3  117,6  371,0  134,7  145.3 
233.2  257.5  560.0  300.5  319.4 
37.5  33.3  146.0  55.6  42.3 
132,9  137.7  315.0  184.8  175.4 
334.1  372.7  561,0  441,4  484.0 
94.6  126,2  176.0  122,8  160,0 
5803,0  5249.9  6207,0  7646,0  6577.4 
Primary 
sector 
317,0 
8,0 
70,0 
234.0 
70.0 
334.0 
75.0 
419.0 
214,0 
199,0 
8o,o 
203,0 
442,0 
215.0 
484,0 
100,0 
230.0 
429.0 
124,0 
4247 .o 
Table  E  II  3 
1 9 6 8 
Secondary  Tertiary 
sector  sector 
897.0  573.4 
16,0  16,7 
254,0  354.6 
1939,0  1 100.3 
102,0  133.5 
647.0  550,1 
175.0  199.5 
639,0  547,1 
189,0  168,3 
602.0  493.8 
115.0  100,6 
459.0  825.7 
535,0  645.4 
144,0  167,6 
342.0  362,2 
60,0  54,4 
183.0  194.1 
468.0  546.4 
124,0  176,5 
7890.0  7210,2 
""  .... 
~ 
I ITALY 
~~~~f;;~y 
- lla.Bic  region: 
NORTH-WEST  1337,0 
NORTH-EAST  1935,0 
CENTRE  1689,0 
SOUTH  3679.0 
DISTRIBUTION  ACOORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SEC'l'ORS 
(in absolute figures) 
('000) 
1  9 5 1  1 9 6 1 
Table  E  II  3  (Cont'd) 
1 9  6 8 
·ii;~gr~:ry  T=~~t~:y  p1:~t~!  s;;~r!:_ry .  T::NtiYI  Pi.,icmf.;JI  s:eccof~:ry IJee;H:ry 
2444.8  1561.1  982,0  3103,1  1913.0  629,0  3106,0  2045.0 
1057.4  1056.0  1296.0  1460.4  1321,3  898,0  1563,0  1430,2 
995.3  1126,3  1219.0  1316,3  1450.4  I  ,~:::: 
1365,0  1588,4 
1305.5  1506,5  2710,0  1766,2  1892.7  1856.0  2146.6 
----
""  ~ 
~ 
I - 245-
ITAIX 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(in absolute  figures  - '000) 
1968 
Primary  Secondary  Tertiary  Primary 
sector  sector  sector  sector 
- Basic  region: 
Picmontc  317,0  897,0  573.4  283.7 
Val  d'Ao::~ta  8,0  16,0  16,7  5.7 
Llr;urla  70.0  25·1.0  354.6  55.9 
Lo:nb:::.rU.io.  23-i,O  l  939,0  1 100,3  214.2 
'!'rent ino-Al  to-AdiGO  70,0  102,0  133.5  60,1 
·lcncto  334,0  647,0  550,1  290.3 
Friuli-Vcnezia Giulia  75.0  175,0  199.5  66,2 
Zmilia-Romagna  419,0  639.0  547.1  404.4 
I·!archo  214.0  189.0  168.3  196.5 
'fo:::cana  199,0  602.0  493,8  205.4 
Llrnbria  80,0  115.0  100.6  78.7 
Lat.io  203,0  459.0  825.7  195.6 
Co.mpania  442,0  535.0  645.4  438,6 
Abruzzi-l•!oliso  215,0  144.0  167.6  205.3 
Pu,1lia  484,0  342,0  362,2  470,1 
lla:::il icat  a.  100,0  60.0  54.4  96,1 
Calabria  230,0  183,0  194.1  229.2 
Sicilia.  429.0  468,0  546.4  412.7 
Sardcr.;na.  124,0  124,0  176.5  114.3 
~ 
ITALY  4  247,0  7 890.0  7 210,2  4 023,0 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH-WEST  629.0  3  106,0  2 045,0  559.5 
NORTH-EAST  898.0  1  563.0  1 430,2  821,0 
CENTRE  696.0  1  365.0  1  588,4  676.2 
SOUTH  2 02lf,0  1 856,0  2 146,6  1  966.3 
Table  n•  E II  3  a 
1969 
Secondary  Tertiary 
sector  sector 
915.5  558,2 
16,9  19,4 
254.0  349.7 
1  991.3  1 073,1 
104.2  137.3 
689.4  537.0 
193.4  189.9 
654.3  555.5 
207.5  167.1 
608,9  498.2 
116.1  95.3 
466,8  821.3 
525,8  599.6 
146,6  166.9 
337.1  366.4 
59.6  55.4 
168.5  202.8 
462,8  515.9 
129,3  169,0 
8 048.0  7 C78,0 
3 177.7  2 000,4 
1  G.n. 3  1 419.7 
l  399.3  1  581.9 
1 829.7  2 076,0 :BELGIUM 
---
- Basic  region:  !  Primary 
sector 
West-Vlaanderen  61.8  I 
Oost-V1aanderen 
I 
76.2 
Antwerpen  52,1 
Limburg  34.4 
Hainaut  42.4 
Namur  22,2 
Liege  39.9 
Luxer.:bourg  26.4 
Brabant  69.9 
:BELGIUM  425.3 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
Flemish  region  252.6 
Walloon  region  142-4 
Brussels area  30.3 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(in absolute  figures) 
1  9  4  7  I 
1  9  6  1 
Secondary  Tertiary  ! Primary 
sector  sector  i  sector 
Secondary t  Tertiary 
sector  I  sector 
190.5  124.4  41.3  202.9  151,0 
257.7  16?.2  45.0  256.9  189.9 
221,5  216.4  27.5  252.0  253.2 
78.6  44.7  18.0  97.3  67,8 
306,7  153.2  26.9  229,4  166,0 
53.8  52,1  14.6  50.3  59.4 
220,8  143.0  25.9  188,0  155.5 
21.7  27,5  16.9  23.4  30,6 
307,1  375.1  37,8  ~05,5  436.3 
1658-4  -1298,6  253.9  1605.7  1509.7 
792.8  591.4  146.5  861,6  719.9 
640.0  400,6  91.3  525.5  443,1 
225,7  306.5  16.1  218,6  346.7 
I 
p~~~fgl 
38,0 
40.8 
20,0 
16.1 
22.1 
11.8 
20.1 
11.4 
31.2 
2ll,5 
126.9 
70.9 
13.7 
Table  E  II  4 
(in  '000) 
1 9  6  9 
• Secor,dary 1  Tertlary 
1  sec  or  1  sec  or 
181.6  165.5 
234,8  212.3 
246,0  275,0 
108.0  86,7 
218,9  218.4 
41,0  73-2 
167.1  177.6 
I 
22,5  34.6 
295.8  519,2 
1515.7  1762.5 
823.5  814.3 
486.7  543.0 
205.5 
I 
405.2 
""  .... 
Cl' 
I NETHERLANDS 
- Basic  region:  rimary 
sector 
Groningen  33.0 
Friesland  46.0 
Drenthe  39.0 
Overijssel  64.0 
Gelder  land  92.0 
Utrecht  20,0 
Noord-Ho11and  53.0 
Zuid-Ho11and  80.0 
Zeeland  26,0 
Noord-Brabant  85.0 
Limburg  44.0 
-
NE'l'l!ERLANDS  582.0 
- Main  geographical areas: 
NORTH  118,0 
EAST  156.0 
WEm'  153.0 
SOUTH  155.0 
Dim'RI:BUTION  Al!UORDING  TO  Eii!PLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(in absolute  figures) 
1  9 50  1  9  6 0 
"econaary  p:er<aary  Primary  :secondary  i'.rertiary 
sector  sector  sector  sector  sector 
59-9  69.3  26.0  65.3  72.4 
46.7  62.4  36.0  53-1  64,3 
27.6  31,3  31.0  37.8  35.9 
132.8  84.4  52.0  146.7  97.5 
160.8  142,7  69.0  188,6  173.5 
83.7  100,3  16.0  94.9  121,1 
267.6  351.4  45.0  289.1  408.3 
332,4  442,3  68,0  366.4  527.8 
31,7  35.8  22.0  32,6  40.3 
216.9  147.5  65,0  277,8  179.9 
134.9  89,6  35.0  162.7  106.0 
- 139.0  - - 175.0 
1495.0  1696.0  465.0  1715.0  2002,0 
134.2  163,0  93.0  156.2  172.6 
293.6  227,1  121,0  335.3  271,0 
683.7  894.0  129,0  750.4  1057.2 
383.5  272.9  122,0  475.1  326,2 
·rable  E  II  5 
1  9  6  5 
Primary  Secondary  Tert'iary 
sector  sector  sector 
19.0  75.3  82.2 
28.0  62.5  70.4 
25.0  44-4  42-5 
45.0  159.5  112.4 
59.0  213.6  199.4 
14.0  105.3  140.9 
38,0  315.6  458.1 
62,0  393.1  582.3 
17.0  37.2  43·6 
53.0  3Q4.5  212.9 
28,0  176.0  124.3 
- - 161,0 
388.0  1887 .o  2230,0 
72,0  182,2  195.1 
104,0  373.1  311.8 
114,0  814,0  1181.3 
98,0  517.7  383,8 
1 
The  distribution of  ~·grsons undergoing military service in the  ~r~y,  Navy  and  Air Force is not  known  at the 
level of the  basic regions or of  the  main  geographical areas. 
I 
N>  ...  ...... 
I GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Basic  region and  Lsnd: 
SCHLESiHG-HOLSZ::IX 
HA!•::SURG 
NIED:E:i!SACHS3N 
R.B.  Hannover 
Hildesheim 
Liineburg 
Stade 
Osnabriick 
Aurich 
Braunschweig 
Oldenburg 
BREMEN 
NORDRHBIN-UESTFALEN 
R.B.  DUsseldorf 
Koln 
Aachen 
Miinster 
Detmold 
Arnsberg 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SEaJ'ORS 
(Region  •  100) 
Primary sector  Secondary  sector 
19"0  1061  10~~ 
'~c.  1069  10SQ  1'161  2Q62 
24.5  16.0  13.5  12.1  37.5  39.2  39,2 
2.6  1.5  1.4  1.9  41.0  38.7  35.8 
30.4  19,5  18.9  l5,7  36.3  42,e  42.5 
22.5  13,2  12.3  9.0  33,7  44.3  45.2 
24.7  15.3  15,0  ll,9  42.9  48.5  44.8 
36.4  22.7  23.7  13.5  32,0  41.8  39.4 
43.0  32.0  29.7  27.5  28,2  33.6  35.1 
37.7  25.7  25-4  19.4  35.2  41.6  44.6 
42.8  30,2  24,3  26.7  25.8.  30.8  35.5 
17.9  9.4  7.7  7.0  45.5  51.4  52.3 
33.7  23,5  26.1  26,4  32.7  38,5  35.7 
3.6  1.9  2,0  1,0  42,3  41.3  39.3 
11.7  6.4  5.3  4.8  55.4  56.4  57.1 
6,0  3.0  2.3  2.4  59.0  58.3  58.2 
ll.l  5.1  3.7  3.2  48.6  49.1  48.2 
18,1  9.2  6.5  8.0  52,2  54,9  55,2 
17.9  10.6  9.8  9.3  54·4  55.7  56.8 
22.0  14.6  11.0  10.3  47.1  52.7  56.7 
9.2  5.2  4·9  3.2  59.7  60,3  61,9 
1'l6S 
38.3 
36.7 
41.4 
43.1 
44.9 
39.0 
35.4 
43.5 
35.6 
49.3 
34.9 
40.5 
54.2 
54.8 
48.5 
54.8 
54.6 
50.9 
58,0 
Pable  3  III 1 
Tertiary sector 
1qoo  1":51  1962  1--~0E 
38.0  44.8  47.3  49.6 
56.4  59.8  59.8  61.4 
33.3  37.7  38.5  42.9 
38,8  42.5  42.5  47.9 
32.4  36.2  40.2  43.2 
31.6  35.5  36,9  47.5 
28.8  34.4  35.2  37,1 
27.1  32.7  30.0  37 ,l 
31.4  39.0  40,2  37.7 
36.6  39.2  40.0  43.7 
33.6  35,0  38,2  38.7 
54.1  56.8  58.7  58.5 
32.9  37,2  37.6  41.0 
35.0  38.7  39.5  42,8 
40.3  45.8  48.1  48.3 
29.7  35.9  38.3  37,2 
27.7  33.7  33.4  36.1 
30.9  32.7  32.3  38.8 
31,1  34.5  33,2  38.8 
~  ...  = GERMANY  (F,R,) 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
HESS~i 
R.B.  Darmstadt 
Wiesbaden 
Kassel 
RHEINL/W'"D-PF  .ALZ 
R.B.  Kob1enz 
Montabaur 
Trier 
Rheinhessen 
Pfalz 
BADEN-wliRl'l'Elo!BERG 
.R.B.  Nordwiirttemberg 
Nordbaden 
Siidbaden 
Siidwiirtt.Hohenzo1, 
BAYERN 
R, B.  Oberbayern 
.  Niederbayern 
Oberpfalz 
Oberfranken 
Mittelfranken 
Unterfranken 
Schwaben 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region  = 100) 
Primary sector  Secondary sector 
1950  1961  1962  1968  1950  1961  ~62 
23.3  13.6  12,1  8.5  43.1  46.5  47,0 
23,5  13.0  12.4  6,8  47.2  52,1  51,7 
16,3  8,4  8,1  4.8  43,1  45.0  45.8 
32.8  23.2  20.3  1?,2  38,6  41,8  42.7 
36,1  21,9  20,4  17.6  36.2  42.4  42.9 
35.9  21.6  20.2  15.9  34-3  39.9  39.o 
40,1  24,6  19.0  17.0  34-9  42.6  41.2 
54.5  38,4  38,0  35.0  21.8  28,1  26.9 
32,6  20,5  17.7  17.0  34.9  40.7  46.3 
28,2  15,8  14.6  12.4  45.2  50.2  51.0 
26,1  15.8  15.1  11,3  45,8  52.5  53.0 
21,6  12.9  11.5  8,7  49.9  55.7  56.9 
19.1  11.7  11.4  7.2  49.9  51.1  51.1 
33.5  21.1  20.4  14.0  39.0  46,7  47.6 
34.5  21.2  21,3  17,8  44.0  53-4  52.7 
30.6  21.6  19.1  16.6  40,9  44.7  45.3 
22,1  14.4  12.9  11.2  39-6  41.8  41.9 
46.3  39,2  33.0  31,2  33.4  35.8  38.3 
38.3  27.8  25.1  19-7  37.5  43,0  43.4 
26.3  19-7  17.3  16,6  50,2  53.6  55,1 
24.4  17,1  14.3  13.6  45.2  49.1  49.3 
37.2  26,1  23,0  18,7  38,2  44.1  44.9 
33.0  23.4  22,5  19.5  41.6  46.2  46.5 
- ---
1968 
49.4 
54.4 
47-7 
45-5 
42.4 
3tl,O 
46,9 
31,5 
40.5 
49-7 
52,9 
55·9 
50.1 
48.9 
54.2 
44.4 
39.9 
37.2 
45.8 
52.3 
47.1 
47.9 
46.6 
.Table  E  III l  ( Cont 'd  1) 
Tertiary sector 
lq"O  1961  1':)62  1968 
33,6  3:1.9  40.3  42.1 
29.3  34.:1  3;,;,  36,:: 
40,6  46.6  46.1  47.5 
28,6  35,0  37.0  37.3 
27.7  35.7  36.7  40,0 
29,u  3b.5  40,2  4o.l 
25.0  32,8  39.8  36,1 
23.7  33.5  35.1  33.5 
32.5  38.8  36.0  42.5 
26,6  34.0  34-4  37-9 
28,1  31,7  31,9  35.8 
28.5  31.4 I 31.6  35.4 
34.0  37.2  37.5  42.7 
27.5  32.2  32.0  37.1 
21.5  25.4  26,0  28.0 
20.5  33.7  35.6  39.0 
38,3  43,8  I  45,2  48.9 
20,3  25  .• 0  28,7  31,6 
24,2  29,2  31.5  34.5 
23.5  26.7  27.6  31.1 
30.4  33.8  36.4  39.3 
24.6  29,8  32,1  33-4 
25.4  30,4  31,0  33-9 
""  ... 
\C 
I GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
SAARLAND 
BERLIN  (HEST) 
GEJlMANY  (F  .R.) 
-Main geographical 
areas: 
NORTH 
WEST 
CE!fTRE 
SOUTH 
_ . BERLDr  ( l·IEST) 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region  •  100) 
Primary sector  Secondary sector 
1950  1961  1962  1968  1950  1961  1962  1963 
14.9  8.3  6,2  3.7  55.1  54.3  54.5  52.9 
2.1  0,6  0.5  0.5  45.4  47.0  45-8  44.4 
22.1  13.5  12,3  10.2  44.7  48.7  49.0  47·9 
23.7  14.7  13.8  11.8  37.6  41.3  41,0  40.0 
11.7  6.4  5.3  4.8  55·4  56,4  57.1  54.2 
27.3  16,1  15.0  1L3  41.7  45.8  46.1  47.2 
28.7  18.9  17.3  14.2  42.9  48.3  48.8  48.3 
2.1  0.6  0.5  0.5  45.4  47.0  .45,8  44-4 
19"0 
30,0 
52.5 
33.2 
38.7 
32.9 
31,0 
28.4 
52.5 
i'2Clc  E III  l  (Cont'd 2) 
Tertiary sector 
19:51  1?62  196~ 
37.4  I  39.3  43.4 
52-4  53.7  55.1 
37,8  38.7  41.9 
I 
I 
44.0  45.2  48.d 
37.2  37.6  41,  ' 
38.1  38.9 
I 
41.5, 
I 
32.8  33.9  ;J·5i  52.4  53.7  .1, 
""  ""  = 
I GERIWIY  ( F ,R. ) 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
~C!IL!~:n·:rG-HOL3TEIN 
!IA:.:nuna 
;:n:o;;;n:::;ACll::;EN 
n.n.  l!unnovor 
l!ildoul:eim 
Lilnoburr: 
:Jtado 
O:mabrUok 
Aurich 
Braunschweig 
Oldenburg 
!lRF:•!EN 
NORDilllEIN-WESTFALEN 
R.n.  DUsseldorf 
Koln 
Aachen 
MUnster 
Detmold 
Arnsberg 
!lESSEN 
R,B,  Darmstadt 
\-lies baden 
Kassel 
r:!:Eii:LAliD-l'FALZ 
R.B,  Koblenz 
Montabaur 
Trier 
Rheinhessen 
Pfalz 
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Table  n°  E III l  a 
DISTRI~UTIQN ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region  •  100) 
Primary Sector  Secondary  sector 
1968  1969  1968  1969 
12,1  11,8  38,3  37.6 
1.9  1.9  36.7  37.9 
15.7  15,2  41.4  41.5 
9.0  8,5  43,1  44.5 
11.9  12,7  44-9  46.7 
13.5  15.3  39.0  36.2 
27.5  26,1  35.4  35.3 
19,4  18.8  43.5  43.7 
26,7  21,9  35.6  34,8 
7,0  5·5  49-3  50,8 
26.4  26,1  34.9  33.5 
1;0  .  40.5  41.2 
4.8  4.7  54.2  55.1 
2,4  2.5  54.8  54.7 
3.2  3.3  48.5  49.1 
8.0  6.7  54.8  56.9 
9.3  9.8  54.6  55.3 
10.)  9.1  50.9  53.4 
3,2  3.1  58.0  60,0 
8,5  8,3  49.4  49.8 
6.8  }  5-9  54·4  }  50;9 
4.8  47.7 
17,2  15.8  45.5  46.3 
17.6  16.4  42.4  43.5 
15.9 
J 
14.8  38.0  }  43.6 
17.0  46.9 
35.0  31.9  31.5  33.0 
17.0  I}  13.2  40.5  } 46.4  12.4  49.7 
Tertiary sector 
1968  1969 
49.6  50.6 
61.4  60,.2 
42.9  43.3 
47.9  47.1 
43.2  40.6 
47.5  48.5 
37,1  38,6 
37.1  37.5 
37.7  43.3 
43.7  43.7 
38.7  40.4 
58,5  57.9 
41.0  40,2 
42.8  42.8 
48,3  47.5 
37.2  36.5 
36.1  34.9 
38,8  37.5 
38.8  36.9 
42.1  42,0 
38,8  ) 43.2 
47.5 
37.3  38.0 
40.0  40.1 
46.1  }  41.7 
36.1 
35.5  35.2 
j~:~  I!  40.4 GERMANY  (F.R.) 
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Table  n•  E tii la 
(Cont'd) 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EAPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region  = 100) 
J.>rimary  sector  Secondary  sector  Tertiary sector 
1968  1969  1968  1969  1968  1969 
BADEN-l-JURT1'!!l.IDEHG  11.3  10,4  52,9  54.5  35.8  35,1 
R,B,  l!ordwUrttcmbor&  8.7  7.9  55.9  57.5  35.4  34.6 
Nordbaden  7.2  6,1  50,1  52,3  42,7  41.7 
SUd baden  14,0  14.4  48.9  49.2  37.1  36.5 
::lUdwUrtt ,Hohonzo1.  17,8  16,0  54.2  56,2  28,0  27.8 
BAYE!lN  16.6  16,0  44.4  45.2  39.0  38,8 
ll,B,  Obcrbo.yorn  11.2  11.0  39.9  40,5  48.9  48.5 
llicdorbaycrn  :n,2  .32.1  37.2  36,6  31.6  31.2 
Oborpfa1z  19.7  19.9  45.8  45.7  34.5  34.5 
Oberfranken  lG,G  15,4  52,3  54-5  31,1  30.0 
l.!i t t olfrankcn  13.6  12,3  47,1  48.4  39,3  39.3 
Unterfrankon  1(3,7  16.5  47.9  49.8  33.4  33.7 
:::chwa.bon  19.)  18,6  46.6  46.9  33.9  34.5 
:::AMtLA!iD  3.7  3.1  52.9  53.6  43.4  43.3 
BS!!Liil  (;;z::;T)  o.~  0,6  44.4  44.3  55.1  55,2 
GERMANY  (F,R.)  10,2  9.8  47.9  48.7  41,9  41.4 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  11,8  11.4  40,0  40,2  48.2  48.4 
WEST  4.8  4.7  54.2  55.1  41.0  40,2 
CENTRE  11.3  10.7  47.2  47.9  41.5  41,4 
SOUTH  14.2  13.5  48.3  49.4  37.5  37.1 
BERLIN  (WEST)  0.5  0.6  44.4  44.3  55·1  55.2 (~) 
FRANCE 
- Basic  region: 
Paris area 
_Champagne 
Pl.cardl.e 
Haute  Nonnandie 
Centre 
Nord 
Lorraine 
Alsace 
Franche-Comte 
Basse-Nonnandie 
Loire  region 
Bretagne 
Limousin 
Auvergne 
Poitou-Charentes 
Aquitaine. 
Midi-Pyrenees 
Bourgogne 
Rhone-Alp.es 
Languedoc 
Provence-Cote  d'Azur 
FRANCE 
DISTRIBlJI'ION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region  =  100) 
Primary sector  Secondar,r sector 
1954  1962  1968  1954  1962 
2,6  1,7  1.3  45.'6  45.1 
26.6  21,2  16.5  39,8  42.8 
28,1  20.5  15.9  39.4  43.7 
21,9  16,9  12,8  39.2  41.3 
39.7  29.9  21.4  29.4  33.9 
13.0  10.3  8.4  55,8  54. 3 
15,0  11,0  9.0  54.0  52.9 
21,3  14,0  11.0  45.4  47.3 
29.5  21,3  15.4  43.·1.  48-5 
46.8  40,8  32.9  24,6  26.5 
45.1  36.9  28.8  27.5  30.5 
52.6  44-3  35.2  20,6  22.7 
51.9  42-4  33.6  23.9  27-9 
43,0  34,1  26.4  29.4  33.8. 
47.1  38.5  30,2  24.5  26.9 
43.6.  33.5  25.3  24.6  29.7 
46,2  36.9  28.0  26.8  30-4 
36.5  28,2 '  21.0  30,6  35.4 
24.8.  17,3  12,3  44.4:  48.4 
38.4  31.1  23,4  26.0  28,6 
19.8.  13.7  10,5  31.7.  35.5 
27,6  20,6  15.7  37 .o  39.6 
·I'c.ble  .S  III  2 
Tertiar,r sector 
1963  1954  1962 
42.5  51,8  53.2 
44.4  33.6  36.0 
45.8  32,5  35,8 
43.3  38.9  41.8 
39.5  30,9  36.2 
51,8  31,2  35.4 
51,2  31,0  36,1 
46,1  33.3  38.7 
51.0  27.4  30.2 
30,7  28,6  32.7 
35.3  27.4  32.6 
27.7  26.8  33.0 
31,4  24,2  29.7 
37.2.  27.6  32.11 
31.5  28.4  34.6 
32,8  31,8  36.8 
33.2  27,0  32.7 
39,0  32.9  36.4 
48.1  30,8  34.3 
31.1  35.6  .40.3 
35.3  I 
48,5  50,8 
I 
~0~~ 
35.5  39.8 
19oS 
56.2 
39.1 
38.3 
43.9 
39.1 
39.8 
39.8 
42,9 
33.6 
36.4 
35.9 
37.1 
35,0 
36.4 
38.3 
41.9 
38.8 
40,0 
39.6 
45.5. 
54.2 
43.8 
""  011  .., 
I FRANCE 
Primary sector 
1954  1962 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
WEST  45.5  36.7 
EAST  22,2  16,2 
PARIS  AREA  2,6  1.7 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region  =  100) 
Secondary sector 
1968  1954  1962  1968 
28.3  25.6  29.0  33.2 
12.3  43.6  45.9  45.8 
1,3  45.6  45.1  42,5 
~c:.'tle 
Tertiary sector 
1954  1962 
28.9  34.3 
34.2  37.9 
51,8  53,2 
S III  c 
196t: 
38.5 
41.9 
56,2 
! 
""  en  .... 
I ITALY 
- Basic  region! 
Piemonte 
Val  d'Aosta 
Liguria 
~-"'lbardia 
Trentino-Alto  Adige 
Veneto 
Friu1i-Venezia Giulia 
Emilia-Romagna 
Marche 
Toscana 
Umbria 
Lazio 
Campania 
Abruzzi-r.!olise 
Puglia 
1  Basilicata 
Calabria 
Sicilia 
Sardegna 
ITALY 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region  =  100) 
-·· 
Primary sector  Secondary sector 
1951  1~61  1  u··~  ,Ov  1951  1961  1968 
34-l  24,9  17.7  40.2  47.0  50.2 
37.4  22,3  19.7  40,9  46,2  39.3 
17.8  14.5  10.3  39.2  39.8  37,4 
21,2  12.0  7.2  50.7  57.2  59.2 
42.5  34.1  22,9  26.2  28.4  33.4 
47.4  30,2  21.8  27.5  38.1  42.3 
33.3  23.9  16,1  33.1  37.4  38.9 
53.4  35,1  26.1  22,8  34.8  39.8 
62.3  52.2  37.4  19.3  25,2  33.1 
42.5  27.0  15.4  31.6  41.2 I 
46.5 
58.3  47-8  27.1  22.9  28,8  38.9 
33,7  20.9  13.6  25,1  30.0  30.9 
47.6  34.7  27.2  23,5  31,5  33.0 
69.1  57,0  40.8  13,7  20,1  27.4 
60,1  47.5  40.7  19.0  25.5  28.8 
73.2  59-9  46.6  14.2  22,8  28,0 
64.9  46.6  37.9  17.2  27.4  30,1 
51.8  37,7  29.7  22.8  29.7  32.4 
51,0  38.4  29,2  21,0  26,7  29.2 
43.9  30.4  21,9  29.5  37.4- 40.8 
·rable 
Tertiary sector 
1951  1961 
25,7  28,1 
21.7  31.5 
43.0  45.7 
28.1  30,8 
31.3  37.5 
25.1  31.7 
33.6  38.7 
23.8  30.1 
18,4  22.6 
I 
25.9  I 
31.8 
18.8  23.4 
41,2  44,1 
28.9  33.8 
16.6  22.3 
20.9  27.0 
12,6  17.3 
17.9  26.0 
25-4  32.6 
28.0  34.9 
26,6  32.2 
I 
I 
I 
S  III  :> 
1965--
32,1 
41,0 
52.3 
33.6 
43-7 
35.9 
44.4 
34.5 
29.5 
38.1 I  34.0 
55.5 
39.8 
31.8 
30,5 
25.4 
32,0 
37.9 
41,6 
37,3  I 
~  .,  ., ITALY 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH-WEST 
NORTH-EAST 
CENTRE 
SOUTH 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region •  100) 
i\-.b1e.  E  III 3  (Cont 'd) 
Primary sector  sector  Tertiary sector 
1  1951 - I  l96l  1961  1  1963  1:151  I  1961  I  196~ 
25,0  16.4  10.9  45.8 
47.8  31.8  23,1  26,1 
44-3  30.6  19.1  26.1 
51-7 
35.8 
33.0 
53-7 
40. 2 
37--+ 
35-4 
36.7  .  ')  :.: 
-T~9_,/ 
56.7  42.6  33.6  20.1  27.7  30.8 
29.2 
26.1 
29.6 
23.2 
31.9 
32.4 
36.4 
29.7  I  I  1  1  I  35.6 
""  ""  '=' 
I I 
ITALY 
- :Basic  region: 
Piemonte 
Valle  d'Aosta 
Liguria 
Lombardi a. 
Trentino-A1to  Adi6o 
Veneto 
- 257-
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(region  =  100) 
Primary  sector  Secondary  sector 
1968  1969  1968  1969. 
17.7  1(,1  )0.2  52.1 
19,7  13.6  39.3  40,2 
10,3  8.5  37.4  38.) 
7.2  6.5  :59,2  60.7 
22,9  19.9  33.4  34.5 
21,8  19~1  42.3  45.5 
Friuli-Vene zio.  Giulio  16,7  14.7  38.9  43,0 
Emili:..--llomagna.  26.1  25,1  39.8  40.5 
!.~arc  he  :n.4  34.4'  33,1  36.3 
'Poocana.  15.4  15.6  46.5  46.4 
Umbria  27.1  27,1  38,9  40,0 
L<>zio  13.6  13.2  30.9  31.4 
Campania  27.2  28,0  33,0  33.6 
:.bruzzi-r.loliee  40,8  39.6  27.4  28,3 
Pu.~lia  40,7  40.1  28,8  28.7 
!lo.~iU··ata  46.6  45·5  28.0  28.2 
Calabria  37.9  38.2  30,1  28,0 
Sicilia  29.7  29.7  32.4  33.3 
Sardegna.  29.2  27.7  29,2  31,3 
ITALY  21,9  21,0  40.8  42,0 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH-WEST  10.9  9.8  53.7  55.4 
NORTH-EAST  23.1  21,1  40,2  42,3 
CENTRE  19.1  18.5  37.4  38,2 
SOUTH  33,6  33.5  30.8  31.1 
Table  n°  E III 3a. 
Tertiary secto·r 
1968  1969 
32.1  31,8 
41,0  46,2 
52.3  53.0 
33.6  32,8 
43.7  45.6 
35·9  35.4 
44.4  IJ.2.3 
34 •  .5  34./f 
29.5  29,3 
38.1  38,0 
34,0  32.9 
55.5  55.4 
39.8  38,4 
. 31.8  32,1 
30,5  31,2 
25.4  26,3 
32,0  33.8 
37.9  37;0 
41,6  41,0 
37,3  37.0 
35;4  34.8 
86·7  36,6 
lj.3.5  43.3 
35.6  35-4 BELGIUM 
- Basic  region: 
West-V1aanderen 
Oost-V1aanderen 
Antwerpen 
Limburg 
Hainaut 
Narnur 
Liege 
Luxe  bourg 
Brabant 
BELGIUM 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
FLEMISH  REGION 
WALLOON  REGION 
BRUSSELS  AREA 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region  =  100) 
Pri!"~>ry seater  Secondary sector 
1:;147  I96I  l;ib;l  I)l4.  I;;loi  I 
I6,4  I0.5  9-9  50.6  51.3 
15.3  9.2  8.4  52,0  52.2 
10.6  5.2  3.7  45.2  47.3 
21,8  9.8  7.7  49·9  53.2 
8.4  6.4  4.8  61,1  54.3 
17.3  11.8  9·4  42.0  40,5 
9-9  7-0  5·5  54.7  50.9 
34.9  23~8  16.6  28.7  33,1 
9.3  4.8  3.7  40.9  39.2 
12,6  7-5  6,1  49.0  47.7 
15.4  8.5  7.2  48.44  49.9 
12,0  8,6  6,5  54.1  49.6 
5.4  2.8  2,2  40,1  37,6 
-· 
·raOle  E  III  4 
l;;lo9 
~ Tertiary sector 
1947  I:)oi 
47.1  33,0  38.2 
48.1  3~.  7  38.6 
45-5  44.2  47.5 
51.2  28,3  37 .o 
47 .• 7  30,5  39.3 
32.5  40.7  47.7 
45.8  35.4  42,1 
I  32.9  36.4  43.1 
35,0  49.8  56.0 
43.4  38.4  44.8 
46.7  36.13  41.7 
44.2  33.9  41,8 
32.9  54.5  59.6 
- --- --- ---
r:;"OT 
43.0 
43.5 
50.8 
41.1 
47.5 
58.1 
48.7 
50,5 
61.3 
50.5 
46.1 
49.3 
64.9 
I 
I 
""  Oil 
C» 
I NETHERLANDS 
- Basic  region:  1950 
Groningen  20,4 
Friesland  29.7 
Drenthe  39.8 
Overijssel  22.8 
Gelder  land  23.2 
Utrecht  9.8 
Noord-Ho11and  7.9 
Zuid-Ho11and  9.4 
Zeeland  27,9 
Noord-Brabart  18.9 
Limburg  16,4 
NETHERLANDS  15.4 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  28,4 
EAST  23,0 
WEST  8,8 
SOUTH  19.1 
1 See  p. 247 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(Region  =  100) 
Primary sector  Secondary sector 
1960  196'5  19'50  1060 
15.9  10,7  36.9  39-9 
23-5  17.4  30,1  34.6 
29.6  22,3  . 28,2  36,1 
17.6  14.2  47,2  49.5 
16.1  12.5  40.7  43.7 
4·9  5.3  41.0  40.9 
6.1  4.7  39.8  38.9 
7.0  6,0  38.9  38.1 
23.1  17,4  33.9  34.4 
12.5  9.3  48.3  53,1 
11,5  8,5  50.2  53.6 
11,1  8.6  39.6  41,0 
22,1  16.0  32.3  37.0 
16,6  13.2  43.4  46,1 
6.7  5·4  39.5  38.7 
1  ,2  9.8  47.3  51,4 
-~~ble  :; Ill  5 
Tertiary sector 
1G6~  1"~0  r~to 
42.7  4?, 7  44.2 
38.8  40.2  41.9 
39.7  32,0  34.3 
50.3  30,0  32,9 
45·3  36.1  40,2 
40,5  49.2.  52,2 
38.9  52,3  55.0 
37 ·9  51.7  54.9 
38.0  38.2  42.5 
53.4  32.8  34.4 
53.6  33.4  34.9 
41.9  45,0  47.9 
40,6  39.3  40.9 
47.3  33,6  37.3 
38.6  51.7  54.6 
52,0  33.6  35.4 
l 
1~·:..~·-
46.6 
43.5 
38.0 
35.5 
42.2 
54-2 
56.4 
56.1 
44.6 
37.3 
37.9 
49.5 
43.4 
39.5 
56.0 
38,2 
. 
""  ::.n 
~ 
I GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Basic  region and 
land: 
SCHLES'.HG-!IOLSTEIN 
HAJ.!BURG 
NIEDERSACHSZN 
R.B.  Hannover 
Hildes!:teim 
Liineburg 
Stade 
Osnabriick 
Aurich 
Braunschweig 
Oldenburg 
BRE•!EN 
NORDRHEIN-~o'ESTF  ALSli 
R.B.  Dusseldorf 
Koln 
Aachen 
Miinster 
Detmold 
Arnsberg 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(average  annual %changes) 
Primary sector  Secondary sector  Tertiary sector 
19'>011961  1962/1968  1950/1961  1962/1068  19~0/1961  1062/1968 
- 4.22  - 2.07  - 0,06  +  0,63  +  1,07  +  0.57 
- 3.53  +  3.39  +  1.10  - 2.49  +  2.17  - 1,16 
- 3,87  - 3.28  + 1.57  - 0,65  +  1,22  + 1,64 
- 3.97  - 6.52  +  2,03  - 2.04  +  1.65  +  0.71 
- 4.49  - 2,97  +  0,87  + 0.89  + 0.75  +  2.07 
- 4.43  - 8,75  +  2,24  - 0,06  + 0,81  + 4.45 
- 3.43  +  1,90  +  0.83  +  3.34  + 0.82  +  4.19 
- 3,08  - 5.19  +  1,86  - 1.20  +  2.06  +  2.79 
- 3.36  +  2.06  i- 1,36  +  0.56  + 1.79  - 0.58 
- 5.34  - 1,97  +  1-43  - 1.21  + 0,96  + ;1.22 
- 3.38  - 1,98  +  1.32  - 2,52  +  0,97  - 1.90 
- 3.42  - 10,43  +  2,19  + 0,68  + 2,96  +  0.12 
- 3,44  - 2,12  +  2,20  - 1.41  +  3.17  + 0.92 
- 3,73  +  1,26  +  2.39  - 0.94  +  3.45  + 1.40 
- 4.38  - 3,59  +  2,84  - 0,88  +  3,92  - 0.90 
- 4,52  +  4,52  +  2,00  +  0.81  + 3.27  +  0,43 
- 3-32  - 1.71  +  1,63  - 1,56  +  3.21  +  0,37 
- 2,68  - 2.09  +  2.07  - 2,86  +  1,54  +  2.02 
- 3,18  - 8,15  +  2,04  - 2.17  +  2,89  +  1.45 
---- ----- ------ - -·------
Table  E  I'!  1 
Total  labour  fore:' .-
19')0/1961  1962/1968 
- 0.44  - 0,20 
+  1,63  - 1.37 
+ 0.08  - 0,17 
+ 0.80  - 1,06 
- 0,25  +  0.73 
- 0.23  +  0.17 
- 0.78  +  2. 77 
+ 0.34  - 0,68 
- 0,24  +  0.43 
+  0.33  - 0.22 
- 0,16  .. 1,85 
+  2,41  +  0,15 
+  2.03  - 0.46 
+  2,50  +  0,06 
+  2,73  - 0,84 
+ 1,52  +  0,80 
+ 1,40  - 0.78 
+  1.02  - 0,91 
+  1.94  - 0.97 
I 
i 
I 
.... 
~ 
Q 
I i 
GERMANY  (F.R.)  DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TC  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(average annual %changes) 
Primary sector  Secondary sector  Tertiary sector 
- Basic  region  19;'0/1061  1062/19_68  10"0/1061  l062_L1068  1°"0/19611  1062/_1068  and  Land: 
HESS EN  - 3.51  - 6.16  +  2.02  +  1.34  +  2.89  +  1.23 
R.:S.  Darmstadt  - 3.67  - 9.43  +  2.59  + 1.05  +  3.27  +  1.51 
Kassel  - 3.02  - 3.51  +  0.84  + 0,27  + 1.94  - 0.70 
vliesba.den  - 4.08  - 6.90  +  2.25  +  2,20  +  3.13  +  2.00 
RHETI{LAl:D-PFP.LZ  - 3.75  - 2.88  +  2.19  - 0.65  +  3,10  +  0.99 
R.:S.  Koblenz  - 4.10  - 4.88  + 1.83  - 1,66  +  2  •. 79  +  1.35 
Trier  - 3.47  - 2,30  +  1.98  + 1,73  +  2,83  - 1,72 
J.:ontabaur  - 4,28  - 2.57  + 1.90  + 1,42  +  2,59  - 2.32 
R.'lein.'J.essen  - 2.97  + 0,27  +  2,67  - 1,22  +  2.89  +  3.87 
Pfalz  - 3.83  - 3.03  +  2.37  - 0,75  +  3,68  - 1.26 
BP.DE:J;_;.fJRT?E:·:BERG  - 2.54  - 5.00  +  3.26  - 0,27  +  3,10  +1.73 
R.B.  Jford>rlirttemberg  - 2,1-6  - 4.92  +  3,62  - 0,85  +  3.50  +  1,29 
Nordbaden  - 2.76  - 7.66  +  2.49  - 0.79  +  2,51  + 1.71 
Sudbaden  - 2.54  - 5.90  +  3.31  + 0,68  +  3.09  +  2.76 
Slid1·:iirttemb,Ho!cenzo1l.- 2,87  - 2,76  +  3.32  + 0,65  +  3.09  +  1.44 
BAYER.'{  - 2.b7  - 2.13  + 1.05  - 0,15  + 1,79  + 1,69 
R.B.  Oberbeyern  - 2,74  - 1.13  + 1,59  +  0.42  +  2.35  +  2.53 
Niederbeyern  - 3,04  - 2.71  - 0.93  - 2.25  + 0.36  - 0,15 
Oberpfa1z  - 3.37  _:.  4.53  + 0.72  +  0.30  +  1,16  +  0,96 
Oberfranken  - 2.73  - 1.80  +  0,41  - 1.91  + 0,97  + .0.96 
/.littelfranken  - 2.31  - 0,80  + 1.65  - 0.63  +  1,90  + 1.35 
Unte:~frunken  - 3.17  - 2. ~9  +  1.31  +  1.59  + 1,76  +  1.11 
SchHaben  - 2.74  - 1.85  +  1,28  + 0,57  + 1.95  +  2.04 
---- - --- ------ ----- ---- ----
I 
I 
Table  IV  1  ( Cont 'd 1 ) 
Total  labour  force 
19<i0/1961  1962/1968 
+  1,32  +  0.41 
+  1.66  +  0,17 
+  0,10  - 0,70 
+ 1,85  +  1,30 
+ 0,74  - 0,39 
+ 0,44  -.0,84 
- 0.35  - 0,80 
+ 0,08  - 0,64 
+  1.24  + 0,87  .. 
+  1.40  - 0,29 
+  1.99  - 0,20 
+  2.58  - 0.48 
+  1,68  - 0,39 
+  1,63  +  0,20 
+  1.52  +  0,16 
+  0,25  + 0,15 
+  1.10  + 1,04 
- 1,56  - 1.53 
- 0,53  - 0,51 
- 0,18  - 0,91 
+ 0.90  + 0,09 
- + 0,4l 
+ 0.32  + o,;5 
- -------
""  ~ GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Basic  regional 
and  Land: 
SAARLAND 
BERLIN  (WEST) 
GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Main  geograp hical 
areas: 
NORTR 
WEST 
CENTRE 
SOUTH 
BERLIN  (WEST) 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(average  annual %  changes) 
Primary sector  Secondary sector  Tertiary sector 
1950/1_5L61  1962/1968  1950/1961  . 1962/1968  1950/1961  1962/1968 
- 4.67  - 8,93  +  0.37  - 1.13  +  2,58  +  1.06 
- 10,16  +  0,68  +  0.79  - 1,30  +  0,45  - 0,42 
- 3,32  - 3.28  +  1.89  - 0,63  +  2.33  +  1,06 
- 3.94  - 2,95  +  1,22  - 0,86  +  1.52  +  0,67 
- 3.44  - 2.12  +  2,20  - 1.41  +  3.17  + 0,92 
- 3.70  - 4.52  + 1,87  +  0,40  +  2,93  +  1,13 
- 2.75  - 3.23  +  2.09  - 0.21  +  2.35  +  1.71 
- 10,16  +  0,68  +  0.79  - 1.30  +  0.45  - 0.42 
Table  IV  1  (Cont'd 2) 
Total labour  force 
1950/1961  1962/1968 
+  0,52  - 0.54 
+  0.41  -0,70 
+  1,11  - 0.26 
+  0,35  - 0,42· 
+  2,03  - 0.46 
+ 1.02  + 0,03 
+  1,01  - 0,01 
+  0,47  - 0,70  : 
N>  a-
N> 
I GE!OONY  ( F. R. ) 
- Basic  region and 
Land: 
SCHLES\UG-IIOLS'rEIN 
l!AMDURG 
NIE:DZ!lSACliSEN 
DRE:.:EN 
:10ll.DIU!EI!<-~IEZTFALEN 
m::ssrn: 
I'Jl:!:INLM'D-PF  ALZ 
llADSti-HiiRTTJl:IDE!lG 
TIAYERN 
SAARLA.'ID 
Il:!:!lLrll  (1-I!::ST) 
GERIWY  (F.R. 
- Main  geograp hical 
areas: 
lfORTH 
WEST 
CENTRE 
SOUTH 
DERLIN  (WEST) 
- 263-
Table  IV  la 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(average  annual %  changes) 
(1968/69) 
Primary sector  Secondary sector  Tertiary 
- 1.02  - 0-.48  +  3.39 
- + 2.32  - 2.69 
- 2,42  + 0,71  i·  1.40 
.  + 2.46  - 0.06 
- 0 •.  '\0  + 2.82  - 1.02 
- 1,37  + 1,61  + 0.45 
- 7,30  + 2,05  - 0.74 
- 4.97  +  5,)8  + 0.48 
- 1,7ii  -~  3.99  + 1.  70 
- 17,81  + 2.39  -~  0.81 
+ 20,00  - 1,73  - 1.30 
- 2.87  +  2,84  + 0.21 
- 2,61  + 0.84  + 0.83 
- 0,40  + 2.82  - 1.02 
- 5,20  + 1,84  + 0,07 
- 2,92  + 4,78  + 1.17 
~'  20,00  - 1.73  - 1,30 
k0C<>..J.  .J.d.UOU 
force 
+ 1,28 
- 0,80 
-~ 0.48 
+ 0,89 
+  1,09 
+ 0,87 
- 0.70 
+  2.54 
+ 2,12 
+ 0.96 
- 1,38 
+ 1.16 
+ 0.45 
+ 1,09 
+ 0,31 
+  2,31 
- 1,38 FlV.J;c:: 
- Basic  region: 
Peris area 
Cha:o;-a,o-r..e 
Picardie 
Hae<te-::o:ma:J.die 
Centre 
Nord 
Lorraine 
A1sace 
Fra'lche-Co:nt e 
Basse-Nonna'ldie 
Loire  region 
Bretagne 
L:ilnousin 
Auvergne 
Poitou-Charentes 
Aquitaine 
J.:idi-Pyrenees 
Bourgogne 
Rhone-Alpes 
Languedoc-Rousillon 
Provence-e~te d 1Azur 
FRANCE 
---~-- ---- -·-
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(average annual %  changes) 
Table E  IV  2 
Primary sector  Secondary  sector  I  Tertiary sector  !Total labour  force 
I 
l;.;-:.!/52  I  1962/69  195.<!/62  1~62/63  1954/62  1962/68  1954/62  I  1962/63  I  I 
I 
- 3.C.2  - 2,6'!  + 1.30  +  0,03  +  1,75  +  2.02 
I 
+  1,43  +  1.08 
- 2.7;  - 3.09  +  0,97  + 1,63  +  0,98  +  2,35  +  0,07  +  0,99 
- 3.56  - 2,96  +  1,5?  +  1,99  +  1.61  I 
+  2.39  I  +  ':;,37  + 1,22 
- 2.70  - 3.33  +  1,14  +  2,11  +  1.39  +  2,15  I  +  0,49  I  +  1,31 
- 3,66  - 4.41  +  1.61  I 
+  3.6~  +  1.82  I 
+  2,32  - 0,18  I 
+  1,05 
+  3.04  - 3.24  - 0.49  - 0,58  +  1,42  + 2.20  - 0,16 
I  +  0,21  l  - 3.41  - 3.11  +  0.24  - 0,42  +  2.40  +  1,78  +  0,48  I 
+ 0,14 
- 5.42  - 3.17  +  0.23  +  0,42  +  1.61  +  2.59  - 0.30 
I  +  0,84  I  - 4,08  - 4.41  +  1,40  +  1,76  l 
+  1,14  +  2.74  - 0,09  I  +  0,92 
I 
- 2.29  - 2,85  +  0,34  +  3.22  +  1.10  +  2,53  - 0,59 
I  + 0,71 
- 3.01  I 
- 3.48  +  0.75  +  3,10  I 
+  1.62  +  2.27  - 0,55  I 
+  0,62 
- 3,07  I  - 3.75  +  0,22  +  3.42  +  1.62  +  2,03  I _  0,98  +  0,04 
- 3.93  I  - 4.33  +  0,42  +  1.45  +  1.09  +  2,21  .  - 1,48  - 0,55  I 
- 3.87  I  - 3.88  +  0,71  +  1.93  +  0.84  +  2.43  I - I,o4  +  0,31  I  - 3.14  I 
- 3.65  +  0.47  +  3.05  +  1.  79  +  2,04  - 0,68  +  0,34 
- 3.95  - 4.25  +  1,57  +  2,05  +  1.09  +  2.52  - 0,74  I  +  0,34 
- 3.36  - 4,42  +  0.94  +  1.61  +  1.  78  +  3.03  - 0,63  I  +  0,12 
- 3.61  - 4,22  +  1,40  +  2.24  +  0.85  +  2,22  - 0,43  I +  0,62 
- 4,00  - 4.56  +  1,55  +  0.81  +  1.  78  +  3.39  I 
+  0.44  +  0,94 
- 2,50  - 3.54  +  1.32  +  2.58  +  1.65  +  3,26 
I 
+  0,10  +  1,17 
- 3.65  - 2,35  +  2,31  +  1,96  +  1.49  +  3.16  +  0.89  I 
+  2,06 
I  I 
- 3.41  - 3.74  +  0,99  +  1.17  +  1,58  I  +  ~.41 _  1__ +  0~13  ~-' 
+  0,78 
- -- -·  - - -- -- -
"'"  0'- .... 
I FR!u"'iCS 
Primary sector 
1954/62  1962/68 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
WEST  - 3.28  - 3.86 
EAST  - 3.64  - 3.57 
PARIS  AREA  - 3.82  - 2.67 
_.___,  -- -
-
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(average annual  %changes) 
Secondary  sector  Tertiary sector 
1954/62  1962/68  1954/62  1962/68 
+  0.91  +  2.68  +  1.48  +  2.47 
+  0,89  + o.e;  +  1.54  +  2,64 
+  1.30 __ I 
+  0.03  +  1.75  +  2.02 
I  -- ,_  "--
Table  IV  2  (Cont'd) 
Total labour  force 
1954/62  19&z/68 
- 0,66  +  0;(4 
+  0,24  +  0.92 
+  1.43  +  1,08 
_._  -- -- -------
" 
~ 
Q--
011 
I IrkLY 
- Basic  region: 
Piemonte 
Val  d'Aosta 
Liguria 
Lombardia 
Trentino-Alto Adige 
Veneto 
Friu1i-Venezia Giulia 
Emilia-Romagna 
~Iarche 
Toscana 
Uinbria 
Lazio 
Campania 
Abruzzi-~!olise 
Puglia 
Basilicata 
Calabria 
Sicilia 
Sardegna 
HALY 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(average annual  %changes) 
Primary sector  Secondary  sector_  Ter.tiary sector 
1951/1961  1961/1968  1951/1961  1961/1968  19~1/1961  196111963  .. 
- 2.30  - 5.18  +  2,43  +  0.44  +  1.77  +  1,41 
- 5-17  - 3.14  +  1,08  - 3.61  ~  3,60  +  2.45 
- 1,08  - 6.61  +  1.17  - 2.85  +  1.65  - 0.11 
- 4.21  - 7.34  +  2.64  +  0,28  +  2,33  +  1,06 
- 1,27  - 7.07  +  1,74  +  0,66  +  2,79  +  0.49 
- 4-56  - 4.82  +  3.16  +  1,19  +  2,22  +  1.48 
- 3.34  - 6.04  +  1,14  - 0.51  +  1.34  +  0.90 
- 3.97  - 4.80  +  4.50  +  1,24  +  2.55  +  1,05 
- 2,11  - 6.56  +  2.35  +  1.88  +  1.77  +  1,  72 
- 4.07  - 8.79  +  3.08  +  0.59  +  2.43  +  1,48 
- 2.36  - 9.98  +  1.90  +  1,96  +  1.79  +  3,00 
- 3.64  - 7.14  +  2,92  - 0,40  +  2,89  +  0,93 
- 2,67  - 3.83  +  3,42  +  0,23  +  2,07  +  1.89 
- 2.85  - 7.50  +  3.31  +  0.96  +  2.89  +  2,06 
- 2.73  - 2.07  +  2,57  +  1,87  +  2,18  +  1,81 
- 2,80  - 5-27  +  4.02  +  1.09  +  2,42  +  3.66 
- 4.53  - 4.40  +  3,35  - 0,14  +  2.45  +  1,46 
- 2.98  - 3.76  +  2.82  +  0.84  +  2,65  +  1,75 
- 2.64  - 5.13  +  2.64  +  0,14  +  2,40  +  1.41 
- 3.25  - 5.28  +  2,80  +  0.45  +  2,28  +  1,32 
--·- ---
Table  IV  3 
Total labour  force 
1951,/1961  1961/1~55 
+  0,84  - 0.49 
- 0,16  - 1.36 
+  1,01  - 1.99 
+  1,40  - 0,22 
+  0,93  - 1,66 
- 0,15  - 0,30 
- 0.09  - 1,07 
+  0.16  - 0,70 
- 0.35  - 2.03 
+  0.37  I  - 1.14 
- 0,41  - 2.35 
+  1.09  - 0,81 
+  0.46  - 0.45 
- 0.86  - 2,99 
- 0.41  +  0,10 
- 0.82  - 1.83 
- 1,32  - 1.38 
+  0,14  - 0.42 
+  0.18  - 1,11 
+  0,37  - o.n 
~ 
=-- =--
I ITALY 
- Main  geographical 
areas 
NORTH-WEST 
NORrH-EAST 
CENTRE 
SOUTH 
~-
Primary sector 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(average annual %  ch!!nges) 
Secondary sector  Tertiary sector 
~}961  1961/1968  1951/1961  1961/1968  195V1961  1961/1968 
- 3-04  - 6,16  +  2.41  + 0,01  +  2.05  + 0,96 
- 3.93  - 5.11  +  3,28  + 0.98  +  2.27  + 1,14 
- 3.20  - 7-70  +  2,83  + 0.52  +  2,56  + 1,31 
- 3,01  - 3,61  +  3.07  + 0,71  +  2.31  + 1,82 
Table  IV  3 
Total labour  force 
1951/1961  1961/1963 
+  1,16  - 0,53 
+  0.07  - 0,67 
+  0.45  - 1,25 
- 0.19  - 0,63 
---- --·---~---
N> 
~  .... 
I ITALY 
- Basic  region: 
Piomonto 
'l';,l  d 'Aoota 
Liguria 
Lombo.rdio. 
Trontino-Alto Adigo 
Veneto 
fx·llll i.-Vcnozia Giulia 
Emilia-no:nagna 
ll!o.rcho 
'fo::;cano. 
Umbria 
Lo.zio 
Crunpania 
Abruzzi-Molise 
Purrl:la 
Oaoilicata 
Calabria 
Sicilia 
Sardegna 
ITALY 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH-liEST 
NORTH-EAST 
CE:IITRE 
SOUTH 
- 268-
Table  E  IV  3a 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(average annual  %changes) 
Primary sector  Secondary sector  Tertiary sector 
1968/1969  1968/1969  1968/1969 
- 10. )0  +  2,06  - 2.65 
- 28.75  +  5.63  +  16.17 
- 20,15  - - 1.38 
- 8,46  +  2, 70  - 2.47 
- 14,15  +  2.16  +  2.85 
- 13,09  +  6,55  - 2.39 
- 11.73  + 10.51  - 4.81 
- 3.49  +  2.39  +  1,54 
- 8.18  +  9.79  - o. 71 
+  3-21  +  1,15  +  0,89 
- 1.62  +  0,96  - 5·27 
- 3.65  +  1,70  - 0,5;l 
- 0.77  - 1,  72  - 7,10 
- 4.51  +  1,81  - 0,42 
- 2,87  - 1.43  +  1.16 
- 3,90  - 0,67  +  1.84 
- 0,35  - 7.92  +  4.48 
- 3,80  - 1,12  - 5.58 
- 7.82  +  4.27  - 4.25 
- 5.27  +  2,00  - 1,83 
- 11,0)  +  2,31  - 2.18 
- 8.57  +  5,01  - 0.73 
- 2,84  +  2.51  ·- 0.41 
- 2.85  - 1.42  - 3.29 
otal labou! 
force 
1968/1969 
- 1.68 
+ '3, 19 
- 2,80 
+ 0.16 
- 1.28 
-0,94 
-
+ 0.57 
- 0,04 
i· 1,37 
- 1,86 
- 0,27 
- 3.60 
- 1,48 
- 0.81 
- 1.54 
- 1.09 
- 3,60 
- 2.80 
- 1,02 
-0,73 
- 0,24 
+ 0.22 
- 2.57 ·~  (~)-
:BELGIUM 
- llasic region: 
West-V1aanderen 
Oost-V1aanderen 
Ant,~erpen 
Limburg 
Hainaut 
Namur 
Liege 
Luxembourg 
Brabant 
:BELGIUM 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
Flemish region 
Walloon  region 
Brussels area 
·------
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
(average annual %  changes) 
Primary sector  Secondary sector  Tertiary sector 
1947/1961  1961/1969  1947/1961  1961/1969  1947/1961  1961/1969 
- 2.82  - 1,07  +  0.45  - 1,38  +  1,39  +  1,15 
- 3,68  - 1.22  - 0,02  - 1,12  +  1.13  +  1.40 
- 4.46  - 3.90  +  0,91  - 0,30  +  1,13  +  1,04 
- 4.52  - 1,38  +  1,54  +  1,31  +  3,02  +  3.12 
- 3.19  - 2,43  - 2,06  - 0.59  +  0,57  +  3.49 
- 2.95  - 2.63  - 0,48  - 2,52  +  0.94  +  2,65 
- 3,04  - 3.12  - 1,15  - 1,46  +  0,60  +  1,67 
- 3.14  - 4.80  +  0,54  - 0,50  +  0.17  +  1.55 
- 4-30  - 2.37  - 0,04  - 0,40  +  1,09  +  2.20 
- 3.61  - 2.27  - 0,23  - 0.71  +  1,08  +  1,95 
- 3.82  - 1,78  +  0,60  - 0.57  +  1,41  - 1.53 
- 3.21  - 3.11  - 1;40  - 0,95  +  0.72  +  2.57 
- 4.42  - 2,00  ---0,23  - 0.77  +  0,88- +  1,97 
----- '···--- ·- '--- --
Table E  IV  4 
Total labour  force 
1947/1961  1961/1969
1 
+  0,35  - 0,33 
- 0,57  - 0,10 
+  0,60  +  0,19 
+  1,07  +  1.78 
- 1.23  +  1.06 
- 0,23  +  0.18-
- 0,63  - 0,16 
- 0,45  - C,45 
+  0,25  +  1.03 
- 0,04  +  0.44 
+  0,39  +  0,26 
- 0,78  +  0,47 
+  0,24  +  0,89 
~  e--
"" Nili.'HERLANDS 
- Basic region: 
Groningen 
Friesland 
Drenthe 
Overijsse1 
Gelder  land 
Utrecht 
Noord-Holland 
Zuid-Holland 
Zeeland 
Noord-:Srabant 
Limburg 
NETII:ERLANDS 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH 
EAST 
WEST 
SOUTH 
DISTRI:BUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EIIPLOYJ!Ul'  SEOI'ORS 
(Average  annual %changes) 
Primary sector  Seoondar,y  sector 
1950}1960  1960/1965  1950/1960  1960/1965 
- 2.35  - 6,08  +  0.87  +  2,89 
- 2.42  - 4.90  +  1.29  +  3.31 
- 2.27  - 4,21  +  3,19  +  3.27 
- 2,06  - 2,85  +  1,00  +  1,69 
- 2.84  - 3,08  +  1,61  +  2,52 
- 2.21  - 2,64  +  1,26  +  2,10 
- 1.62  - 3.33  +  0.17  +  1.17 
- 1.61  - 1,83  +  0,98  +  1,41 
- 1.65  - 5,02  +  0,28  +  2.67 
- 2.65  -4.00  +  2,50  +  1,85 
- 2,26  - 4.36  + 1,89  +  1.58 
- 2,22  - 3.56  +  1,38  +  1.93 
- 2.35  - 4.99  +  1.53  +  3.13 
- 2.51  - 2,98  +  1,34  +  2,16 
- 1.69  - 2.44  +  0.93  +  1,64 
- 2,36  - 4.29  +  2,12  +  1,82 
Tertiar,y sector 
1950/1960  1960/1965 
+  0,44  + 1,17 
+  0,30  +  1,82 
+  1.38  +  3.43 
+  1,45  +  2,88 
+  1,97  +  2,82 
+  1,90  +  3.07 
+  1,51  +  2,33 
+  1.78  +  1.97 
+  1,19  +  1,59 
+  2,01  +  3.43 
+ 1.69  +  3,24 
+  1,67  +  2,18 
+  0,51  +  2.48 
+  1.78  +  2,84 
+  1.69  +  2,24 
+  1,80  +  3.14 
Table  E  IV  5 
~otal labour  force 
1950/1960  1960/1965 
+  0.09  +  1.52 
- 1,11  +  0.96 
+  0.67  +  1,34 
+  0.52  +  1,36 
+  0,87  +  1,83 
+  1,29  +  2,32 
+  1,00  +  1.80 
+  1.19  +  1,51 
+  0.15  +  0,60  I 
I 
+  1,52  +  1.76 
+  1.~4  +  1.57 
+  1,03  +  1,50 
+  0,96  +  1,27 
+  0,72  +  1.64 
+  1,13  +  1,72 
+  1,28  +  1,58  _j 
""  __, 
0 
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COMMUNITY  Table  E  V 
DISTRIBUTION  OF  TOTAL  EMPLOYMENT 
Sha.re  of main geographical 
areas 
-
- Main  geographical  I 
:  1960  + 1950  I  :  1968  areas: 
~ 
Germsy; (F.R.l  36,00  35.29 
l'!'ortn  7-25  7.08  6,88 
West  8.29  9·72  9.33 
I  I 
Centre  I 
5.64  I  5.93  5.86 
South  11.26  I  11.83  11,90 
Berlin (West) 
I 
1,45  1.44  1,32 
~  27.19  25.86  27.23 
West  I  10,62  9.48  9.78 
East  I  11.41  I  10.94  11.62 
Paris area  I 
5.16 
I  5.44  5.83  I 
I 
I 
I 
Italy  I  28.41 
I  27.72  I 
26.39  I 
I 
I 
North-West  7.71 
I  8.14  7.88  I  I 
North-East  5.84 
I 
5.53  I  5.31 
Centre  5.50  5.41  4.98 
South  9.36  8.64  8.22 
Belgium  I 
4.88  4.57  4.76 
Flemish  region  I  2.36  '2,34  2.41  I 
I  1,  71  1.44  Wa.lloon  region  1,50 
Brussels area  0.81  0.79  0,85 
Netherlands  5.44  5.68  6,15 
North  0.60  0.57  0,61 
East  0,98  C,99  I 
1,08 
West  2,50 
I 
2',63 
I 
2,88 
South  1,17  1.35  1,36 
Luxembourg  6.19 
I  0,17  I 
0,18  I 
COMMUNITY  l 
100,00  100.00  100,00 COJOOJNI'l'Y 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
Gem!!;!!.y;  ,F,R.) 
North 
West 
Centre 
South 
Berlin (West) 
~ 
West 
East 
Paris area 
Italy 
North-West 
North-East 
Centre 
South 
Belgium 
Flemish region 
Walloon  region 
Brussels area 
Netherlands 
North 
East 
West 
South 
Luxembourg 
COMMUNITY 
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DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMEN'l'  SECTORS 
(Primary sector •  100) 
'l'able  E VI 
Coefficient of localization 
Share IJ f  main 
geographical areas 
r----- -~---
!  1960-,! 1968  !  1950  !  1960  !  1968  !  1950 
25.89  24,79  24.92  76  69  71 
5.94  5,29  5.59  82  75  81 
3.36  3.17  3.07  40  33  33 
5.31  4.87  4.57  94  82  78 
11.18  11.41  11,64  99  96  98 
0,10  0,05  0.05  7  3  4 
25.87  27.20  29.41  95  105  108 
16.69  17.74  19.04  157  187  195 
8, 73  9,00  9.84  77  82  85 
0,45  0,46  0.53  9  8  9 
43.05  42.91  39.89  152  155  151 
6,66  6,79  5,91  86  I  83  75 
9.64  8.96  8.43  165  I  162  159 
8.42  8.43  6.54  153  156  131 
18.33  18,73  19,01  196  217  231 
2,12  1.76  1,99  43  39  42 
1.26  1.02  1.19  53  44  49 
0.71  0,63  0.67  42  44  45 
0.15  0,11  0,13  19  14  15 
2.90  3.21  3.65  53  57  60 
0,59  0,64  0,68  98  112  111 
0,78  0,84  0,98  80  85  91 
0,76  0.89  1.07  30  34  37 
0.77  0.84  0,92  66  62  68 
0,17  0.13  0.14  89  76  78 
100,00  100.00  100,00  100  100  100 
E =  EmploymentA  = AgriculturalT =Total  R =Regional  C = Community - 273-
COMMUNITY 
Table  n•  E VII 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SEC'l'ORS 
(Secondary seotor •  100) 
Share  of main  Coefficient of localization 
geogrArhical  ~reas 
:!:  1950  :!:  1960  :!:  1968  :!:  1950  :!:  1960  :!:  1968 
- Main  geographioaf areas: 
Genna.ny  (F.R.)  39,66  41,00  38.92  117  114  110 
North  7,12  6,85  6.34  98  97  92 
West  12,00  12.84  11.64  145  132  125 
Centre  6.16  6.35  6.36  109  107  109 
South  12.66  13.38  13,23  112  113  111 
Berlin (West)  1.72  1.58  1,35  119  110  102 
~  26,32  23,9'{  25.42  97  93  I  93 
West  7.13  6.45  7.47  67  68  I 
76 
East  13,03  11.77  12.25  114  108  I 
105 
Paris area  6.16  5.75  5. 70  119  106  98 
Italy  21.91  24,30  24.79  77  88  94 
North-Uest  9.23  9.86  9.76  120  121  124 
North-East  3.99  4.64  4.91  68  84  92 
Centre  3. 76  4.18  4.29  68  1  17  86 
South  4.93  5,62  5.83  53  65  71 
Belgium  6.26  5,10  4.76  128  112  100 
Flertilll region  2.99  2.74  2.59  127  117  107 
Walloon  region  2.42  1.67  1.53  141  116  102 
Brussels area  0,85  0,69  0,64  105  87  75 
Netherlands  5.65  5.45  5.93  104  96  96 
North  0.51  0,50  0,57  85  88  93 
East  1,11  1.06  1,17  113  107  108 
West  2.58  2.38  2,56  103  90  89 
South  1.45  1.51  1,63  124  112  120 
Luxembourc;  0,20  0,18  0,18  105  106  100 
COMMUNITY  100,00  100,00  100,00  100  100  100 
E  •Employment I  =  Secondary  T "  Total  R "  Regional  C =  co-unity GERMANY  (F.Il.) 
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DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
( Tertiary sector= 100) 
Table.  n°  E VIII 
Share of main  Uoefficient of localization 
geographical areas 
:!:  1950  :!:  1960  :!:  1968  :!:  1950  :!:  1960  :!:  1968 
- Main  geographical areas 
Gems.! (F.R.}  34,21  36,17  35.12  101  100  100 
North  8,54  8,27  7.89  118  117  115 
West  8,31  9,61  9.11  100  99  98 
Centre  5.33  6,00  5.78  94  101  99 
South  9.  7:.>  10,29  10.62  86  87  89 
Berlin  (West)  2.:n  2,00  1,7:.>  159  139  130 
Frn.nce  29.36  27,30  28,36  108  106  104 
West  9.33  8,61  8,98  88  91  92 
East  11,88  11.02  11.59  104  101  100 
Paris area  8,1)  7,67  7.79  158  141  134 
Italy  23,06  23.69  23.39  81  85  89 
I  North-West  6.8~  6,89  6.63  89  85  84 
North-East  4·64  4.  76  4.64  79  86  I 
87 
'  Centre  4.95  5,22 
5.151  90  96  103 
South  6.6:.>  6,82  6.96  71  79  85 
Belgium  5.71  5·44  5.71  117  119  120 
Flemish  region  2,60  2.59  2.64  110  111  109 
Wa11loon  region  1,76  1.60  1,76  103  111  117 
Brussels area  1,35  1.25  1.31  167  I 
158  154 
Netherlands  7.45  7.21  7.23  137  I  127  118 
North  0,"(?  0,6:.>  0,63  120 
I 
109  103 
East  1.00  0.98  1,01  102  99  93 
West  3.93  3,81  3.83  157  I  145  133 
1,20  1,17 
I 
South  1.23  102 
I 
87  90 
Luxembourg  0.21  0,19  0,19  110  112  106 
CoiDIIIUni tit  100.00  100.00 
I 
100,00  100 
I 
100  100 
E•Emplo;vtaent  S = Tertiary  T = Toto.l  R = Regional  C •  CoDIDIUni ty - 275-
GERMANY  (F.R.) 
TableR  I  1 
GDP  AT  MARKET  PRICES  PER  INHA:BITA!fl'  ( 1957-66) 
D.M./inhabitant  National  average  ~verage yearly 
= 100  J<:rowth  in% 
1966  1957  1966  ¥/in~ur- at  con-
1957  stant  a 
pr~ces  ,-prices 
- Basic  region and  Land: 
SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN  3410  6Rl0  79·7  84.4  1.99  4,R2 
HAMBURG  7300  13930  170.5  172.6  7.44  4.48 
NIEDERSACHSEN  3570  7040  83.4  87.2  7.84  4.73 
R.B.  Hannover  4390  8570  102.6  106.2  7.1l5  4.73 
Hildesheim  3370  6290  78.7  77.9  7.1R  4,33 
Liineburg  3350  7660  78.3  94.9  9,62  5,80 
Stade  2460  5250  57.5  65,0  8.79  5.30 
Osnabriiok  3770  6860  88,1  85,0  6,88  4.15 
Aurich  2720  5360  63.5  66,4  7.83  4. 72 
Braunschweig  3900  7020  91.1  87,0  6,75  4.07 
Oldenburg  3290  6560  76.9  81,3  7.97  4.80 
BREMEN  6270  10250  146.5  127 .o  5.61  3.33 
NORDRHEIN-WESTFALEN  4930  8390  115.0  104,0  6,09  3,67 
R.B.  DUsseldorf'  5700  9360  133.2  116,0  5,67  3.42 
Koln  5110  9580  119.4  118,7  7.23  4.36 
Aachen  4060  6780  94~8  84,0  5,86  3.53 
Miinster  4170  7070  97,4  87,6  6,04  3.64 
Detmold  3950  7810  92.3  97.5  7,96  4.!30 
Arnsberg  4840  1700  113,1  95.4  5.29  3,19 
HESSEN  4120  8460  96.3  104,8  8,32  5,02 
R.B.  Darmstadt 
~ 
4460  8930  104.2  110,6  8,02  4.83 
Wiesbaden 
Kassel  3210  7090  75,0  87.8  9.20  5.55 
RHEINLAND-PFALZ  3330  6570  77,8  81.4  7,84  4.73 
R.B.  Koblenz  3320  6410  77.6  79.4  7.58  4  .• 57 
Trier  2800  5200  65.4  64.4  7.12  4.29 
Montabaur  2520  5230  58.9  64.8  8.45  5.09 
Rheinhessen  3610  8780  84.3  108.8  10,38  6,26 
Pfalz  3600  6670  84.1  82,6  7.09  4.27 - 276-
GERMANY  (F.R.) 
GDP  AT  MARKET  PRICES  PER  INHAJliTANT  (1957-66) 
TableR I  1 
( Cont 'd) 
- Basic  region and  Land: 
BA !lt::: -WURTTEt.;mmo 
R.B.Nordwurttomberg 
t!ordbuden 
Sud baden 
Sudwurttembg,-Hohenzo1. 
BAYERN 
R.B.Oberbayorn 
Niederbayern 
Oberpfa1z 
Oberfranken 
Mittelfranken 
Unterfranken 
Schwa bon 
SAARL!L'l'D 
BERLIN  (WES'l') 
GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Main  geographical areas: 
NORTH 
WEST 
CENTRE 
SOUTH 
a  1954  prices 
b  Estimation 
c  1ncluding Saarland 
-
D.l~./inhabitant 
1957  1966 
4310  11420 
4840  9490 
4410  ll690 
3760  7280 
3640  7150 
3650  7430 
4390  8900 
2510  5320 
2890  5950 
3380  7000 
4120  7980 
3190  6290 
3640  7380 
4153b  6644 
4090  8570 
4280c  8070 
4287  8253 
4930  8390 
31139  7572 
3941  7884 
rational 8Verage  Average  yearly 
= 100  growth  in % 
1957  1966 
t  cur- 1.at  con-
ent  , stant 
prJ.ces  _  ·  ri..£_eJL_ 
100.7  104.3  7.72  4.65 
113,1  117,6  7.77  4.63 
103.0  107.7  7.83  4.72 
87.8  90,2  7.62  4.59 
ll5,0  8.'l,6  7.79  4.70 
85.3  92.1  8,22  4.9') 
102,6  110.3  8,17  4.92 
58,6  65.9  8.70  5.24 
67,5  7).7  8.35  5.03 
79,0  86.7  8.43  5.0!3 
96.2  98.9  7.62  4 .')9 
74.5  77.9  7,84  4.73 
85.0  91.4  .'3.17  4.92 
97.0  82.3  5.)6  ),26 
95.5  106.2  8.57  5.17 
100,0  100.0  7 ,)0  4.40 
99.9  102.2  7.55  4.55 
115,0  104.0  6.09  3.67 
89.5  9).8  7.84  4.73 
91,8  97.6  8,01  4.83 
~EIC Cf.Text Table  GERMANY  (F.R.) 
GDP  1-.T  MARKET  PRICES  PER  INHABITANT  (1967-70)* 
in  DM  =  100 
1967  I  1968  1969  1970  1961  1969  1969 
- Basic region and  Land: 
Schleswig-Holstein  7  108  7 554  8  221  9.028  85,8  84.3  82,9 
Hamburg  14759  15  986  17  519  19  681  178.1  178.3  176,7 
Niedersachsen  7 111  7 854  8 597  9 508  85.8  87,6  86.7 
Bremen  10  558  11  198  12  420  14  016  127-4  124.9  125.3 
Nordrhein-\1estfalen  8  621  9  310  10  264  11  437  104,1  103.9  103,5 
Hess  en  8. 863  9 580  10  662  11  765  107.0  106.9 
I 
107,6 
Rheinland-Pfalz  6  991  'l  629  8 525  9 659  84.4  85,1  86.0 
Baden-1-liirttemberg  8.499  8 963  9 956  11  081  I 
102.6  100,0  100,4 
Bay  ern  7 533  8  290  9  225  10  334  I  90.9  92.5  93.1 
Saarland  6 705  7  2.2  8 177  9 578  I 
80.9 
I 
80.5  82,5 
Berlin  8  831  9  655  10  734  11  980  I  106,6  107.7  108,3 
Federal  Republic  8  285  8 964  9 913  11  055  100.0  100.0  100,0 
- Main geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  8 479  9 197  10  057  11  189  102.3  102.6  101.5 
WEST  8  615 
I 
9  274  10.210  11  437  104.0  103.5  I  103,0 
CENTRE  7  925  8 569  9 568  10  770  I  95,7  95.6  I 
96,5 
SOUTH  7  954  I 
8 531  9 477  10-676  I 
96,0  95.2  95.6 
~-~--~~--'  -
*Temporary figures based on the revised data of the national economic accounts  fo~  1970 
R  I  1  a 
1970 
81,7 
178.0 
86.0 
126,8 
103,5 
106.4 
87,4 
100,2 
93.5 
86,6 
108,4 
100,0 
101,2 
103,5 
I 
97.4 
96.6 
""  _,  _, 
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GERMANY  (F.R.) 
GDP  AT  MARKET  PRICES  (1957-66) 
Table  R II 1 
GDP  ;;;nare  or  regJ.onfl  Average  yearly 
in million  DM  in total nat) om  growth  in %  GDP 
1957  1966  1957  1966  at  €ur- I  ~~·  Cf>n":  a 
re~  I s  an  pr  ces  . prJ.ces 
- Basic  region and  Land:  --
SCHLSSWIG-HOLSTEIN  7705  16723  3,35  3.47  8.99  5.42 
HAI~BlJRG  12934  25799  5,63  5.36  7.97  4.80 
NHDERSACHSEN  23176  48904  10.08  10.16  8.65  5.21 
R.B.  Hannover  6162  13041  2.68  2.71  8,69  5.24 
Hildesheim  3158  6078  1,37  1.26  7.55  4.55 
Liineburg  3095  7884  1,35  1,64  10.95  6.60 
Stade  1427  3180  0,62  0,66  9-31  5.61 
O:.mabriick  2585  5157  1,12  1.07  7.98  4.81 
Aurich  976  2087  0.43  0.43  8.81  5.31 
Braunschli'eig  3290  6091  1.43  1.27  7,08  4.27 
Oldenburg  2481  5388  1,08  1,12  9.00  5.43 
BRElm;  4101  7647  1,78  1.59  7.17  4.32 
NORD~qEIN-WESTFALEN  74152  41083  32,25  29.30  7.41  4.47 
R.B.  D(i3seldorf'  28954  52665  12.59  10,94  6.87  4,14 
Koln  9389  22576  4,30  4,69  9.61  5.79 
Aachen  3572  6838  1,55  1,42  7.48  4.51 
Munster  8959  16794  3.90  3.49  7,23  4.36 
Detmold  6089  13387  2,65  2,73  9,15  5.52 
Arnsberg  16689  28823  7,26  5.98  6.26  3~77 
!lESS~  18842  44123  8,20  9.16  9.92  5.98 
R.B.  Darmstadt)  14892  34688  6.49  7,20  9.85  5.94 
i/iesbaden) 
Kassel  3950  9434  1,72  1,96  10.14  6,11 
RHH:INLA.-1 D-PF  ALZ  10945  23677  4.76  4.92  3,95  5.39 
R.B.  Kob1enz  3222  68116  1,40  1.43  3.81  5.31 
Trier  1273  2469  0,55  0.51  7.64  4,61 
lo!ontabaur  626  1423  0.27  0,)0  9.55  5.76 
Rheinhessen  1536  4201  0,67  0,87  11,83  7.13 
Pf'alz  4289  8698  1,87  1,81  8,17  4.9:< GERMANY  (F.R.) 
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Table  R II  1 
(Cont'd) 
DISTRIBUTION  ACCORDING  TO  EMPLOYMENT  SECTORS 
- Basic  region and  Land: 
BADEN-liORTTEMBERG 
R.B.  Nordwiirttemberg 
Nord baden 
Sud baden 
Siidwurttembg.-Hohenz, 
BAYERN 
R.B.  Oberbayern 
Niederbayern 
Oberpfa1z 
Oberfranken 
Mitte1franken 
Unterfranken 
Schwa ben 
SAARLAND 
BERLIN  }.'EST 
GERMANY  (F.R.) 
- Main  geographical areas: 
NORTH 
WEST 
CENTRE 
SOUTH 
a  1954  prices 
b  estimation 
o  including Saarland 
(in absolute. fie:ures) 
GDP  Share  of  r~n~Average yearly 
in  millio~ DM  in total nationa  growth  in % 
·  GrP 
1966  1957  1966  !at cur-,  ~\~g¥-a  1957  I rent  prices  prices 
31134  71668  13.54  14.88  9.71  5.85 
13586  31557  5·91  6.55  9,fl2  5.92 
7041  15990  3.06  3.32  9.54  5.75 
5721  13050  2.49  2,71  9.60  5.79 
4786  11070  2.08  2.30  9.77  5.89 
33401  75592  14.53  15.70  9.50  5.  7 3 
11290  27391  4.91  5.69  10.35  6.24 
2423  5285  1,05  1.10  9  .• 05  5.46 
2512  5543  1,09  1,15  9.19  5,54 
3620  7764  1,58 '·  1,61  8,85  5.33 
5452  11589  2,37  2.41  8.74  5.27 
3349  7307  1,46  1.52  9.05  5.45 
4754  10713  2,07  2,22  9.45  5,70 
4204b  7514  1,83  1,56  6.67  4.02 
9095  18780  3.96  3.90  8.37  5.05 
229689°  481510  100,00  100,00  8.57  5.17 
47916  99085  20.9  20,6  8.41  5.07 
74152  141110  32.3  29.3  7.41  4.47 
33991  75328  14.8  15,6  9.24 I  5.57 
64535  147306  28.1  30,6  9.60  1  5,179 
Source :  Cf •  text GERMANY  (F.R.)  Table  R  II  la 
GDP  AT  MARKET  PRICES  (1967-70)* 
in million DM  Share  of Land in national total 
1970~ 
- Basic  region and  1967  1968  1969  1970  1967  1968  !  1969  I 
- Land:  : 
Schles"ig-Holstein  17.7  19.0  20.9  23,2  3.6  3,5  3.5  3.4 
Hamburg  27.2  29,2  31.9  35,7  5.5  5.4  5.3  5.2 
Niedersachsen  49.6  55.1  60.8  67.8  10.0  10,2  10,1  10.0 
Bremen  7.9  8.4  9.4  10.6  1.6  1.6  1.6  1.6 
Nordrhein-:·/estfalen  145.1  157.2  174-9  196.9  29.1  29.1  29.0  28.9 
Hessen  46.5  50.7  57.4  64.3  9.4  9.4  9.5  9.5 
Rheinland-Pfalz  25.3  27.7  31,2  35.6  5.1  5.1  5·2  5.2 
Baden-Wlirttemberg  72.7  77.4  87.8  99.7  14.7  14.4  14.6  14.7 
Bay em  77.2  85.7  96,8  110.1  15.6  15.9  16,0  16.2 
Saarland  7.6  8,2  9.2  10.8  1.5  1.5  1.5  1,6 
Berlin  19.2  20.8  22.9  25.5  3.9  3.9  3.8  3.7 
Federal Republic  496.1  539.5  603,2  680.4  100.0  100.0  100,0  100,0 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  102.4  111,7  123.0  137.3  20.6  20,7  20.4  20.2 
WEST  145.1  157,2  174.9  169.9  29.2  29.1  29.0  28.9 
CENTRE  79.4  86.6  97.8  110.7  16.0  16,1  16.2  16.3 
SOUTH  149.9  163,1  184.6  209.8  30,2  30.2  30.6  30,8 
~ 
---
*  Temporary figures based on the revised data of the national economic accounts for 1970 
""  QO  =  I - 281-
GERMANY  (F.R.) 
'l'able  R III 1 
Classification ac.cording to annual  growth  rate of GDP 
at  mA. ,..1<"
1 
... t  nrices 
66  (at  constant prices)  1957-
Basic  region: 
Arnsberg  3.77  Oldenburg 
Saarland  4.02  Niederbayern 
DUsseldorf  4.14  Unterfranken 
Braunschweig  4·27  Detmold 
Bremen  4. 32  Oberpfalz 
MUnster  4.36  Stade 
Aachen  4.51  Schwa ben 
Hildesheim  4.55  Nordbaden 
Trier  4.61  Montabaur 
Hamburg  4.80  SUdbaden 
OsnabrUck  4.81  KCiln 
Pfalz  4.92  SUdwUrtt.Hohenz. 
Berlin  (West)  5.05  NordwUrttemberg 
Hannover  5·24  Darmetadt-Wieebad. 
Mittelfranken  5·27  Kassel 
Aurich  5.31  Oberbayern 
Koblenz  5.31  LUneburg 
Oberfranken  5.33  Rheinhessen 
Schleswig-Holstein  5.42 
5'· t'. 
5.  ,~(; 
5.46 
~.52 
5·54 
5.61 
5.70 
5.75 
5.76 
5.79 
5·79 
5·89 
5·92 
5.94 
6.11 
6.24 
6.60 
7.13 
fs=====~~====•=•••=~•=•••=mma••*••••••••••~••m•=••••••••••••••••••*•••••••••! 
.  - Main  geographical areas:  I  I  I  I 
SOUTH 
CENTRE 
1  National  currency 
5·79 
5.57 
NORTH 
WEST GERMANY  (F.R.)  Table  R  IV  1 
GROWI'H  OF  OVERALL  GDP  IN  THE  REGIONS  GROUPED  ACCORDING  TO  TRE  GDP 
PER  INHABITANT  IN 1957 
I  I  I  I  I  I  I  I  -- ,-- - I 
· GDP _j  Annual  ·  GDP/ ·  · GDP j  · Annual·  GDIJ  ·  ·  GDP I  Annual:  GDP  ( 
!mhabi-'growth· i:inhahi.-!  ':umooi-! growth!inhabiL  !:iJlhalli-~rowthi:inml:D.· 
Group  1  1tant  !  GDP  · ta~t  !  Group  2  1 ta  t  !  GDP  ! t  t  ,!  Group  3  1 tant'  : GDP  1tant 
•  ,  t 
41  r  t  n  r  l  an  •  '  ·  1  1 
11957  !57/66 a~  19661  f1957  !57/66  f 1966!  11957  !57/66;! 1966 
!  !  !  !  !  !  !  ! 
Stade  !  2460  !  9,31  !  5250  !Schleswig-Holstein  !  3410  !  8,99  !  6810  !  Saarland  !  4153  !  6,67  !  6644 
I  I  I  I  I  I  I  I  I  I  I 
Niederbayern  j  2510  j  9,05  j  5320  jPfalz  j  3600  j  8,17  j  6670  j  I<t!nster  j  4170  j  7,23  j  7070 
Montabaur  !  2520  !  9,55  !  5230  !Rheinhessen  !  3610  !  11,83  !  8780  !  Hannover  !  4390  !  8,69  !  8570 
t  I  I  I  I  I  I  I  I  I  I 
Aurich  j  2720  j  8,81  j  5360  jSUdw!irttemberg-Hoh.  3640  j  9,77  j  7150  j  Oberbayern  j  4390  jl0,35  j  8900 
Trier  !  2800  !  7,64  !  5200  !Schwaben  3640  !  9,45  !  7380  !  Nordbaden  !  4410  !  9,54  !  869:> 
I  I  I  t  I  f  I  I  I  1 
Oberpfalz  j  2890  j  9,19  j  5950  jSUdbaden  3760  j  9,60  j  7280  j  Darmstadt/rliesbaden  j  4460  j  9,85  j  893:> 
Unterfranken  !  3190  !  9,05  !  6290  !OsnabrUck  3770  !  7,98  !  6860  :  Arnsberg  !  4840  !  6,26  !  7700  N 
I  I  '  '  I  I  '  '  I  '  I  =  Kassel  j  3210  j  10,14  j  7090  jBraunschweig  3900  j  7,08  j  7020  j  NordwUrttemberg  j  4840  j  9,82  j  9490  ~ 
Oldenburg  f  3290  !  9,00  !  6560  !Detmold  3950  !  9,15  !  7870  !  Koln  !  5110  !  9,61  !  9580 
-t  I  I  I  1  f  I  1  1  I 
Koblenz  j  3320  j  8,81  j  6410  jAachen  4060  j  7,48  j  6780  j  DUsseldorf  j  5700  j  6,87  j  9360 
LUneburg  I  3350  !  10,95  !  7660  !Berlin  4090  !  8,37  !  8570  !  Bremen  !  6270  !  7,17  110250 
I  I  I  I  I  I  I  I  I  1 
Hildesheim  j  3370  j  7,55  j  6290  jMittelfranken  4120  j  8,74  j  7980  j  Hamburg  j  7300  j  7,97  jl393::l 
Oberfranken  !  3380  !  8,  85  !  7000 
!  !  I  !  I 
!  !  !  !  ! 
!  !  !  ! 
Average  for _13  ;  3084 l  9,17 l 6339 i  Average  for  1~  :  3796  :  8,85  7427  j  Average  for  ~2  j 5005  !  8,31  !  9038 
reg~ons  1  1  1  1  regJ.ons  1  1  1  regJ.ons  1  1  1 
GERMANY  (F.R.)  j  ~280 j  8,57  j  8070  j  GERMANY  (F.R.)  j  4280  j  8,57  6070  1  GERMANY  (F.R.)  j  4280  j  8,57  j  8070 
I  !  !  !  I  I  !  !  !  ! 
====~=a•~==~============================~====================================~==~================================================ 
&current prices - 283-
GERMANY  (F.R.)  Table  R V 1 
REGIONAL  SHARES  IN  OVERALL  NATIONAL  GDP 
(in ~) 
I'  %  ohallR:eB 
i  1221  1266 
I 
DUsseldorf  I  12.59  10-94  13,1 
I  7.26  5.98  17,6 
Arnsberg  I  -
Darmstadt/Wiesbaden  I  6.49  7.20  +  10.9 
NordwUrttembarg 
I  5.91  6.55  +  10,8 
I  I 
Hamburg  I  5.63  5.36  I  - 4.8 
Oberbayern 
I  4.91  5.69 
I  15.9 
I  I  + 
K!!ln  I  4.30  4.69  I  +  9.1 
Berlin 
I  3.96  3.90  1,5 
MUnster  3.90  3.49  - 10.5 
Schleswig-Holstein  3.35  3.47  I  +  3.6 
Nordbaden  3.06  3.32  I  +  8.5 
Hannover  2.68  2.71  +  l.l 
Detmold  2,65  2.78  '!  +  4.9 
SUdbaden  2.49  2. 7l 
I  8.8 
I  + 
Mittelfranken  2.37  2.41  I  +  1.7 
SUdwUrttemberg/Hohenzollern  2.08  2,30 
I  10.6 
I  + 
Schwa ben  2.07  2,22  I  +  7.2 
Pfalz  1,87  1,81 
I  3.2  I 
Saarland  1.83  1,56  I  - 4.8 
Bremen  1.78  1.59 
I  10.7  I 
Kassel  l.  72  1.96  +  14.0 
Oberfranken  1,58  1,61  +  1.9 
Aachen  1.55  1,42  I  - 8.4 
Unterfranken  1.46  1.52 
I  4,1  I  + 
Braunschweig  1.43  1.27  I  - 11.2 
Koblenz  1.40  1.43 
I  2,1  + 
Hildesheim  1.37  1,26  8,0 
LUneburg  1.35  1.64  I  +  21,5 
OsnabrUck  1,12  1.07  I  - 4.5 
Oberpfa1z  1.09  1.15  +  5·5 
Oldenburg  1.08  1.12  !  +  3.7 
Niederbayern  1.05  1.10  +  4·8 
Rheinhessen  0.67  o. 87  +  29.9 
Stade  0,62  0,66  +  6.5 
Trier  0.55  0,51  7.3 
Aurich  0.43  0,43  !  0 
Montabaur  0.21  o.~o  +  11.1 - 28-1-
GERIWJY  (F.R.)  Table  R  VI  1 
GDP  AT  MARKET  PRICES  PER  INHABITANT  IN  THE  20  REGIONS 
OF  THE  ACTioN·  PROGRAMME 
GDP  /habitant  National average 
1957  1961  1964  !.2_66  !2.21  1961  1964 
Schleswig-Unterelbe  3107  4478  5676  6446  64.0  77-0  79.8 
Holstein  3339  4612  5660  6443  68.8  79.3  79·5 
Nordwcstniedersachsen  2946  4147  5142  5967  60.7  71.3  72.3 
Niedersachsisches  ZRG  3811  5530  6861  7596  78.5  95.1  96.4 
Hes,;ische  BFG  2593  3955  5021  5869  53.4  68,0  70.6 
Mitte1rhein-Lahn-Sieg  3464  3703  4672  5248  71.4  63.7  65.7 
Eifel-Hunsruck-Gebiet  2742  3588  4496  6517  56.5  61,7  63.2 
S~arland-Westpfa1z  3098a  4776  5705  6264  63,8  82,1  80,2 
Untcrfrankisches  ZRG 
und  li.BG  3084  4465  5397  5995  63.6  76.8  75.8 
Oberfrankisches  ZRG 
und  ABG  3517  5154  6542  7387  72.5  88.6  91.9 
Wcntbayerisches  ABG  2699  3982  5311  6494  55.6  68.5  74.6 
Ostbayerisches  ZRG 
und  ABG  2371  3371  4383  5047  48.9  58,0  61,6 
Oberpfalzisches  ZRG 
und  ABG  3066  4320  5385  6255  63.2  74.3  75.7 
SUdostlich-oberbayeri-
aches  ABG  2761  4236  5134  5784  56.9  72,9  72,1 
Obcrbayerisch-schwabi-
E'chco  ABG  2949  4101  4845  5530  60.8  70.5  68,1 
Hohenlohe-Odenwald-Gebiet  2789  3850  5044  5636  57.5  66,2  70,9 
Alb-Oberschwaben-Boden-
sce-Gebiet  2983  4169  5003  5592  61.5  71.7  70,3 
SUdlicher Oberrhein-
Hochschwarzwald  3298  4687  5994  6876  68,0  80,6  84,2 
Nordeifel-Grenzr.-Aachen  4079  5297  6026  6603  84.1  91,1  84.7 
Sudostwestfalen  2699  3780  4829  5386  55.6  65,0  67.9 
GERMANY  (F.R.)  42UO  5Ul4  7llo  t5070  100,0  100,0  100,0 
of whic)l: 
Programme  regions  3120  4442  4750  6263  64.3  76.4  66,8 
Other regions  5604  6433  8171  8877  115.5  110,6  114.8 
a 
Abreviations:  ZRG  •  Zonenrandgebiet  (border areas,  esp.  on  GDR) 
BFG  •  Bundesfordergebiet  (Federal assisted areas) 
ABG  •  Ausbaugebiet  (development  areas) 
1966 
79.8 
79.8 
73.9 
94.1 
12.7 
65.0 
80.7 
77.6 
74.3 
91.5 
80.4 
62,5 
77.5 
71,6 
68,5 
69.8 
69.3 
85.2 
81,8 
66.7 
100.0 
77.6 
109.9 FRANCE 
"- Basic  region1 
Paris area 
Norcl 
Picardie 
l!te Normandie 
Champagne 
Lorra.ino 
A·la:~oe 
FI·anche-Comt6 
Bourgogne 
RhOne-Alpoe 
Provence-Cote  d1Az. 
Basso  Normandie 
BretnKne 
Loire  region 
Contra 
Poitou-Charentes 
ti.mousin 
Auvergne 
Midi-Pyrenees 
Languadoo-Roussillon 
Aquitaine 
FRA.L'iC!il 
- Main  geographical 
areas1 
Paris area 
Easte.m  regions 
Western  regions 
a  1963  prices 
36 
- 285-
J)IRECT  INCOME  PER  INHABITANT 
(1~-67) 
Francs/  Nat1onal average 
•  100 
1---· 
1962  1967  1962  1967 
7 233  10  289  154.8  155.5 
3 960  5  480  84.7  32.8 
3 965  5  662  84.8  85.6 
4.223  6 202  90.4  93.7 
4 150  6 064  88,8  91,6 
3 904  5·454  8),5  82,4 
4 161  5.905  89.0  89.2 
4  200  6 167  89.9  93.2 
4 129  5 819  88.)  87.9 
4  468  6 372  95.6  96.3 
4  326  6 043  92.6  91.3 
4 o90  5 907  87.5  89.3 
4 012  5  674  85.8  85.7 
3 976  5 684  85,1  85.9 
4 088  5 858  87.5  88,5 
3 915  5  529  83.8  83.6 
3  9~6  5 449  85.)  82.3 
4.200  5 572  89.9  84.2 
3 804  5 274  81.4  79.7 
4 125  5  577  88,)  84.3 
4 052  5 596  86,7  84.6 
4  674  6  617  100,0  100,0 
7  233  10  289  154·8  155.5 
4  225  5 917  90.4  89.4 
4 056  5.616  86.~  84.9 
Table  R I  ·2 
<.1\.ve;rage  annual 
gt·owtll  in % 
at our- at con-
rent  stint  prices  pr cesa. 
7 .)2  4.16 
6.72  3.82 
7 .)9  4,20 
8,00  4~54 
7.118  4.43 
6,92  3.93 
7,25  4.12 
7-99  4·54 
7,10  4~03 
7.36  4.13 
6.92  ).93 
7.63  4.33 
7 .lll  4.0~ 
7.40  4.20 
7,45  4.2) 
7.15  4.06 
6.46  3-67 
5.83  3.31 
6.75  ).83 
6.22  ).53 
6,67  3.79 
".' .21  4.10 
7.32  4.16 
6,97  3.96 
6.74  3.83 - 286-
FRANCE  Table  R II 2 
DIRECT  INCOME  AGCORVING  TO  REGIONS 
Income  j  Share  of regions in  verage  annual 
in million FF  total natj_onal  incan  growth in % 
1962  1967  1962  1967 
t  cun-ent  at con  .. 
prices  stant 
-Basic region:  prioer 
---1--· 
Paris area  62  257.5  93  695.7  28.4  28.8  8,50  4.8) 
~!o~d  14  57n,3  20  756.4  6,6  6,4  7,34  4.15 
Pi  curd io  5 921 .5  .'1  ~4'1.2  2.7  2.7  8.)7  4.77 
Hau ~e-!;ormnnd  io  5 949.1  9-171l.9  2,7  2.8  9.07  5.17 
Champn;:na  5 042.7  7  6.'3),1  2,3  2.4  8.73  5,00 
Lorrr1ine  .'l  637 ·4  12  330 ·9  3.9  3,8  7 ·39  4.20 
Alanco  5  532.1  8  245.5  2.5  2.5  8,31  4.72 
Frnnoho-Coznto  3 942,0  6. 05).1  1.8  1,9  8.97  5.10 
BourgoRno  5 9ll8.5  a~ 6112.1  2.7  2.7  7.72  4.37 
Rhono-Alpen  18  237.6  27-721.9  8,3  8,5  8,74  4.94 
Provenco-Coto  d'Az.  13  373.5  20  551.6  6,1  6,)  8.98  5.11 
Basso  Normnn•lie  4 962.8  7  394.3  2,3  2.3  8,31  4.72 
Brotagno  9  647.9  l3 935.5  4.4  4.3  7.63  4~32 
Loire  region  9  842.2  14  556.1  4.5  4.5  8,15  4.66 
Centre  7  658.6  11.526.0  3.5  3.5  8.52  4.8) 
Poitou-Charentes  5 722,4  8 162.0  2,6  2.5  7.42  4.20 
Limouain  2 939.5  4  ooll.5  1.3  1,2  6.41  3-64 
Auverena  5336,4  7  27 3·  7  2.5  2.2  6,20  ),52 
l.fidi-Pyreneas  7  999.5  ll 40-9,4  ),6  3.5  7.36  4.20 
Lnnguedoc-Roussi11on  6  571.9  9  37!1,0  ),0  2.9  7.38  4-20 
Aqu.i taine  9 -490,6  1). 628,1  4,3  4.2  7.51  4-26 
FRANCE  219.6fl2.0  325-01fl.O  100,0  100,0  8.20  4.66 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
Paris area  62  257,5  93  695.7  28.4  28,8  8,50  4,8) 
Eastern regions  87  202,7  1)0 051.7  39,6  40,0  8.30  4.72 
Western  regions  70  221.8  101  270.6  32,0  31.2  7.60  4.32 
a  1963  prices FRA!'l'CE 
- llaeio  region: 
Auvergne 
Limousin 
:lord 
Midi-Pyrenees 
- 287-
Table  R III 2 
CLASSIFICATION  ACCORDING  TO  THE  ANNUAL  GROWTH  RATE 
OF  DIRECT  INCOME 
(1962-67)  in constant  pz·iceea 
3.52  Alsace 
3.64  Basae-Norn,andie 
4·15  Picardie 
4.20  Paris area 
4.72 
4.72 
4.77 
4,83 
L~neuedoo-Rouesillon  4,20  Centre  4.R3 
Lorraine  4.20  Rhona-AlpE•s  4.94 
Poitou-Cbarentas  4.20  Champagne  5,00 
Aquitaine  4.26  Francha-Cc,mta  5,10 
Bratagne  4·32  Provenca-C:ote  d 1Azur  5.11 
13ou:r.goB'ne  4.37  Haute  Ncr!Bandie  5,17 
Loire  region  4,66 
- Main  geographical areas: 
Paris area  4.83 
Eastern region  4.72 
Western region  4·32 
& National currency FRANCE 
Group  1 
~
di-Pyrenees 
rraine 
oi  tou-Charentes 
ord 
1cardie 
Loire  region 
JLimousin 
A..verage  for  7 
Jregions 
FRA.>fCE 
Table  ~  IV 2 
OVERALL  GROWTH  OF  DIRECT  INCOME  IN 1962  IN 'l'HE  REGIOliS  GROUPED  ACCORDING  TO  INCOME 
PER  INHAlliTJlli'l' 
~"Wffie  ' Annual 
!Per in- I  income 
~abitant  increase 
1962  1962/67 
3804 
3904 
3915 
3960 
3965 
3976 
3986 
3928 
4674 
7.36 
1.39 
7.42 
7.34 
8.37 
3,15 
6,41 
7.56 
8,16 
Inocme 
'in FF  liier  in-
jhabitant 
1967 
5274 
5454 
5529 
5480 
5662 
5684 
5449 
5504 
6617 
Group  2  ~come I  Annual 1·  Income  1n Ff  income  2 n  ~ 
!Per. m- increase per 1n-
~b1tant  habitant 
1962  11962/67  1967 
Bretagne  4012 
Aqui  ta.ine  4052 
Centre  4088 
Basse Normandie  4090 
Languedoc  4125 
Bourgogha  29 
Champagne  4150 
Average  for  1 
regions 
FRA.>fC3 
4082 
4674 
7,63 
7.51 
8.52 
8.31 
7,38 
7,72 
8,78 
7.91 
8.16 
5674 
5596 
585'3 
5907 
5577 
5~19 
6064 
5755 
6617 
'~come  1•--ual 
1 Jnc!lDle 
11n  FF  ~~  ·~1n-ii~  Group  3  .  er in- .  ~come  er in-
R:bitant !increase Eabitant 
l962  1952/67 11957 
Alsace  4161 
Auvergne  4200 
Franche-Comt9  4200 
Haute-!1orman.iie  4223 
Provence-Cote  Az •.  4326 
Rhone-Alpes  I  4458 
Paris area  \  7233 
Average for 7 
regions 
FRANC3 
5529 
4674 
8.31 
6,20 
8.97 
9.07 
8.98 
8.74 
8.50 
5905 
5572 
6167 
6202 
6043 
6372 
0289 
8,54  I 7343 
8,16  I 6617 
~~===~======•••a••==c====~=========~~====sas~===============  ========~m:==cs•========~===s•==s•a==c===~====z•• 
~At current prices 
~  co  co 
I - 289-
FRANCE 
REGIONAL  SHARES  IN  OVERALL  DIRECT  INCOME 
OF  NATIONAL  HOUSEHOLDs  (in %) 
1962 
- Basic  regions: 
Paris area  28.4 
Rhona-Alpes  8.3 
No;-d  6.6 
Prov  •. Cote  d'Az.  Corse  6.1 
Loire  region  4.5 
Bretagne  4·4 
Aquitaine  4·3 
Lorraine  3·9 
Midi-Pyrenees  3.6 
Centre  3.5 
Languedoc-Roussillon  J,O 
Picardie  2.7 
Haute-NorQIO.ndie  2.7 
Bourgogne  2,7 
Poitou-Charentes  2.6 
Auvergne  2.5 
Alsace  2.5 
Champagne  2.3 
Basse-Normandie  2.3 
Franche-Comte  1.8 
Limousin  1.3 
- Main  geographical areas: 
Paris area  28.4 
Eastern region  39.6 
Western  region  32.0 
Table  R V 2 
1967  %changes 
28,8  + 1.4 
8.5  +  2.4 
6.4  - 3.0 
6.3  +  3·3 
4·5  0 
4·3  - 2.3 
4.2  - 2.3 
3.8  - 2.6 
3·5  - 2.8 
3·5  0 
2.9  - 3.3 
2.7  0 
2,8  +  3. 7 
2.7  0 
2.5  - 3.8 
2.2  -12,0 
2.5  0 
2.4  +  4.3 
2.3  0 
1.9  +  5.6 
1.2  - 7,7 
28.8  + 1.4 
40.0  +  l .• o 
31.2  - 2.5 FRk'WE  INCOME  AND  PARTIAL  VALUE  ADDED  OF  THE  !lEGIONS  IN  1962 a 
in million FF  Share  of'  regions in % 
~aa~ha
1  Direct  Total  Panial  Direct  Total 
- Basic  region:  value  income  income  xa:  ~a  income  income 
Paris area  67  218  62  258  75  769  24.2  28,4  27,0 
Nord  23  726  14 578  19  437  8,4  6,6  6.9 
Picardie  9  131  5 922  7  752  3o2  2.7  2.8 
Haute !·'ormandie  10  963  5 949  7  729  3.9  2.7  2.7 
Champagne  6  580  5 043  6  612  2.3  2.3  2.4 
Lorraine  14 196  8  637  11  636  5.1  3-9  4.1 
.Alsace  7  990  5  532  7  321  2.8  2.5  2.6 
Franche-Comte  5 414  3 942'  5 066  1.9  1.8  1.8 
:Bourgogne  7 054  5 9'39  7  747  2.5  2.7  2,8 
Rhone-Alpes  25  408  18 238  23  516  9.0  8.3  8.4 
Provence-Cote  d'Azur  18  282  13 374  Ill 084  6,5  6.1  6.4 
Basse Normandie  5 962  4  963  6  247  ~.1  2.3  2.2 
:Bretagna  10  279  9  648  12  218  3.7  4.4  4.3 
Loire region  12  429  9  842  12 491  4.4  4.5  4.4 
Centre  9  305  7  659  9  875  3.3  3.5  3.5 
Poi  tou-Charentes  6 589  5  722  7  368  2.3  2.6  2.6 
Limousin  3  464  2 940  3 778  1.2  1.3  1.3 
Auvergne  6  358  5  386  6 358  2.3  2.5  2.4 
Midi-Pyrenees  9  423  7 999  10 571  3.4  3.6  3.8 
Languedoc-Roussillon  7  966  6  572  8  708  2.8  3.0  3.1 
Aq_uitaine  13 253  9  491  12  328  4.7  ¢.3  ~4·1-
FRA..._CE  280  992  219  682  281  111  100.0  100.0 -- 100.0  [""'· .. _..,  ~·  '  ~ria area  /  67  218  62  258  75  769  24;2  28.4  27.0 
l!!astem  region  128  744  87  203  114 900  45.8  39.6  40.9 
Western  region  _  85  02<:.  70  222  90  442  30.3  32.0  32.2 
a Detinitiom of' eonoe:pte:  see text;. 
Pmial  xa  ~a 
131.5 
107.6 
101.9 
130.1 
90.3 
106.6 
100,0 
96.4 
81.2 
104.6 
97.4 
81.~ 
71.1 
83.7 
82.9 
75.2 
78.1 
82.6 
75-7 
84.8 
94-7 
lf-100.0 
131.5 
103.0 
81.5 
Table  R VII  2 
P~an~fbOant 
Direct  Total 
~nco  me  income 
154.8  148,0 
94.7  87.9 
1.14.e  86.5 
90.4  91.5 
83.8  90.7 
~3.5  87,8 
'39.0  91.9 
'39.9  90.3 
es.3  89.1 
95.6  96.8 
92.6  96.7 
87.5  85.6 
85,8  84.4 
85,1  84.0 
87.5  87.9 
83,8  84.0 
85.3  85.2 
89.9  89.I 
81,4  84.9 
88.3  92.7 
86.7  88.2 
I  100.0  100.0 
154.8  148,0 
90.4  91.7 
"!6.8  86.4 
I  "'  ~  = 
I - 291-
ITALY  Table  R I  3 
GDP  AT ~  PRICES  PER  INHABITANT 
l  000  liree  National .average  Average  yearly  ~owth 
per habitant  =  100  in io  (1957-66 
1957  1966  1957  1966  at current  at .constant 
prices  pricesa 
- Basic  region: 
Piemonte  516.9  1 003,0  146.3  134,3  7,64  4  .• 73 
Val  d'Aosta  611.5  l  083.2  173.1  145.0  6,56  4.06 
Liguria  542.7  1 011.4  153.7  135·4  7.16  4.43 
Lombardi&  553.4  1 106,1  156.7  148.1  8.00  4,96 
Trentino-A,  Adige  386.1  7)2.4  109.3  98.1  7.37  4.58 
Veneto  338.3  733.4  95.8  98.2  8.98  5.58 
Friu1i-Venezia a,  356.5  773.5  100.9  103,6  8,99  5.58 
Emilia-Romagna  394.0  902.7  111,6  120,9  9.65  5·99 
Marc he  260,7  617,0  73.8  82,6  10.04  5.49 
Toacana  356,7  804,8  101.0  107.8  9.46  5·17 
Umbria  255.2  673.2  72.3  90,1  11.38  6.23 
Lazio  432.5  811,5  122.5  108.6  7.24  3.96 
Campania  229.9  501.9  65,1  67.2  9.06  4.92 
Abruzzi-Molise  195.2  460.2  55.3  61.6  10,00  5.43 
Puglia  221.7  507.1  62.8  67.9  9.63  5.23 
Baailicata  179.0  391.4  50.7  52.4  9,08  4.93 
Calabria  170,8  370.6  48.4  49.6  8.99  4.88 
Sicilia  224.6  469,6  63.6  62.9  8,54  4.63 
Sardegna  252.9  496.3  71,6  66.4  7.78  4.22 
ITALY  353,2  746.9  100,0  100.0  8.68  5.10 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
North-West  541.5  1 063,0  153.3  142-3  7.78  4.82 
North-East  365.7  803.3  103,5  107.6  9.14  5.68 
Centre  363,7  771.8  103,0  103.3  8.72  4·77 
South  217  1  47'\  1  61.<;  6'1.'1  9.04  4.91 
a  1963  prices ITALY 
1967 
- lla.aic  region: 
Piemonte  1 099.6 
Valle d'Aosta  1 184.7 
Liguria  1  100,2 
Lombardia  1  204.3 
Nord-Ouest  1  159.5 
Trentino-Alto-Adige  791.6 
Veneto  797.9 
Friuli-Vene~ia-Giu1ia  832.8 
En:i.lia-Romagna  962,7 
Nord-Est  865.0 
Marche  684.2 
Toscana  880,2 
Umbria  758,6 
La.zio  871,7 
Centre  840,5 
Abrw?:zi-l<lolise  ;1o,O 
Campania  542,1 
Puglia  578.0 
:Basilicata  462,0 
Calabria  413.0 
Sicilia  521,4 
Sardegna  535.7 
Sud  524 •  .5 
ITALY  tllo.4 
GDP  AT  MARKET  PRICES  PER  INHAlliTABT 
(1967-69) 
in 1 000  Lire  ~ 
1968  1969 
1 159,0  1  237 .o 
1 194.4  1 197,2 
1 175,1  1.249,2 
1  289.2  l  387.4 
1  235.2  1  323.5 
832,3  899.6 
864,7  941,1 
899.7  980,6 
1  027.4  1 131.2 
928,8  1 015.4 
737.3  800,9 
965.1  1  039.8 
809.5  867.7 
944.8  1 023,6 
913.5  987;5 
i 
554.0  022,4 
571.3  610,8 
570.7  645,2 
490.1  545.5 
428,0  473.7 
571.5  619.5 
592.9  646,6 
553.6  000,0 
i 
b73.tl  947.o 
Table 
Italy  =  100 
1967  1968 
134,7  132.6 
145.1  136.7 
134.E  134.5 
147,5  147.5 
142.0  141.4 
96.9  95.3 
97.7  99,0 
102,0  103,0 
117.9  117.6 
106,0  106,3 
83.8  84.4 
107.8  110.4 
92.9  92,6 
106,8  108,1 
103,0  104.5 
o3.2  63.5 
66.4  65.4 
70,8  65.3 
56.6  56.1 
50.6  49.0 
63,9  65.4 
65,6  67,9 
o5,o  67,9 
100,0  100,0 
/ 
R  I  3  a 
1969 
I  130.5 
126,3 
131,8 
146.4 
139.7 
94.9 
99.3 
103,5 
119,4 
107,1 
84.5 
109,7 
91.6 
108,0 
104.2 
55.7 
64,4 
68,1 
57.6 
50.0 
65,4 
68,2 
6c,2 
100,0 
""  ~ 
""  I ITALY 
- Basic region  • 
l'iemonte 
V.:.lle  d' Aosta 
Liguria 
Lomb:1rdia. 
Trcn'Lino-'A. ,Mice 
'!t:>neto 
Friuli-Venezin 0; 
!mil  ia.-Romagna 
!·~.J.rchc. 
Toocana. 
Umbrin 
r,azio 
.\bru:;~i-f.lo:Use 
!"u.;l i:l 
lla:::ilica.ta 
Calabria 
~icilic. 
I'f'ALY 
- Main geographical 
areas& 
liorlh-West 
:forth-East 
centre 
South 
a  1963 prioes 
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'l'able  R  II  .3 
QDP  AT  MARXE'l'  PRICES 
Sha.'t'e  of regions  Average yearly growth 
in total national  ·  in % 
QDP  in  '000 m lire 
GDP  in  %  1957-66 
1-----.------1----...,..,........:---.J-at:--:::current  at  1 constant 
1957  1956  1957  19116  prices  prices a 
1  92J!,,1 
60,6 
8?·1·9 
.3: !WJ.f'. 
2?6.8. 
1.)::!0,0 
·11.3.::; 
1  4.31,7 
3)?  .. 1 
1.163,6 
209.-t. 
1. 5):  ..  :::; 
1 ),07(1.3 
... ;!':....  ., 
j!;,·-!.J 
ll~,2 
)(;(;,? 
1 .rJ~e.1 
17  62::!,0 
4  ~11..7 
llJl,li 
1  874.0 
8 880,7 
60),1 
~ ?38.5 
?1,?.8 
3 41::.4 
e:n,c 
,. ... ,  ~ 
.).J"·•.) 
J.~?7.7 
2/J  ..  ~2,r3 
722.) 
1  e:~.o 
771.) 
6.728,7  1~  9~4.0 
3  ~92,0  7  905,B 
J  J:.;~6  7 G??.7 
10,9 
0,.3 
).1 
21,? 
1,7 
).1 
6,1 
1,9 
·1 •  .3 
0,7 
2,1 
6,0 
~.o 
100,0 
10,G 
0,3 
1!.7 
22,3 
1,'; 
8,) 
~.1 
100,0 
37.9 
1?.8 
19.3 
23.0 
" ,. 
~ ....... ; 
10,1.3 
?J!·7 
1o.o:: 
?.09 
10,16 
8.61 
9,)0 
9.78 
9 •  .38 
;,6.-, 
4.55 
5~30 
6"103 
),1: 
~.-78 
).48 
G.~9 
5-4·i 
J1,81 
),81 
).?0 
5·)5 
s.c;; ITALY  GDP  AT  MARKET  PRICES 
in million Lire 
1961  1965  ,.-.,::a 
.J.';Jv_.., 
- Basic  region: 
Pienonte  4  686.426  5 002  880  5 418  859 
Valle  d 1 Aosta  126  678  128  831  130  309 
Liguria  2  045  971  2 192  E67  2 339  776 
Lombardia  9 790  725  10612 622  11  560  056 
Nord-Ouest  16  649  800  17  937  200  19  445'  000 
Trentino-Alto-Adi€e  656  909  694  719  735  33t 
Veneto  3  215  118  3 505  561  3 847  395 
Friuli-Yenezia-Giulia  L022 005  1.102  958  1  205  032 
Er.ilia-Romagna  3 655.688  3 919-662  4337 475 
Nord-Est  8 549  800  9  222  900  10  14::  300 
}!arche  927  810  1  001  316  1 092  148 
Tosca.'J.a  3 005  977  3.314  800  3 593  599 
Umbria  594  939  634  088  679  422 
Lazio  3 923  874  4  313  590  4 745  131 
Centre  8 452  600  9- 263  800  10  llO 300 
Abruzzi-!·!olise  803  102  854  714  955123 
Campania  2.764  509  2 932  365  3 150  943 
Puglia  2 085  189  2 063  764  2 341  336 
Basilicata  295  747  310  514  341  535 
Calabria  857  985  884  751  974  521 
Sicilia  2-550  220  2 781  702  3 021  091 
Sardegna  795048  882  290  966.851 
Sud  10  151  800  10  710  100  ll 751  LOO 
ITALY  43  804  000  47  134  000  51  4;6  OOJ 
---
l'able  R  ll  3 
~  Share  o:f  regio~ r total national GDP 
1967  1.:.~>:  '-- 1S;6~' 
! 
10.70  10.61  10,53 
0,29  0,27  0~25 
4.67  .:.6;.  t1 • .S5 
22.35  L2,;2  cc .47 
"  35,01  32.o;  37 .Eo  : 
!  1.50  1.47  1,47 
7.34  7.44  7.48 
2,33  2,~  2,34 
:  8.35  8.32  8.43 
~  19.52  1"  ='7  /t..-1  19,72 
2.12  1,12  2,12 
6.86  7.03  I  6,98 
1,36  1,35  I  1.32 
= 
8.96  9.15  9.22 
--r  19.30  1~.6:::  19.65 
~ 
1.83  I 
1,31  1.86 
6,31 
I 
6,22  6.12 
4.76  4.38  4.55 
0,68  0,66  0,66 
1,96  1.88  1.89 
5.82  5.90  5.87 
1.82  1,87  1.88 
23,1&  22.72  22,84 
• 
100,00  100,00  100,00 
~ 
""  -<:>  ... - 295-
I'l'ALY  Table  R III  3 
CLASSIFICATION  ACCORDING  TO  ANNUAL  GROWTH  RATES  OF  GDP 
AT  MARKET  PRI<JES  (1957-66) 
(AT  CURRENT  PRICES) 
- BaBic  regions 
1. Val  d'Aosta  7.34 
2.  Trentino-A.  Adige  8,24 
3.  Sardegna  8.44 
4·  Liguria  8,56 
5·  Calabria  8,61 
6.  Basilicata  8,78 
7.  Friuli-Venezia G.  8,83 
a.  Sicilia  8,86 
9.  Abruzzi-Molise  9.09 
10.  Piemonte  9.10 
11.  Veneto  9.30 
12.  L&zio  9.48 
13.  Lombardi&  9.73 
14.  Marc he  9·87 
15.  Toscana  9.95 
16.  Campania  10.02 
17.  Emilia-Romagna  10.13 
18.  Puglia  10.16 
19.  Umbria  10.90 
- Main  geographical areass 
1.  South  9.38 
2.  North-West  9.38 
3.  North-East  9.50 
4.  Centre  9.78 ITALY 
~DP per  Yearly 
:iinhabi.tant  growth 
in  '000  of GDP 
Lire  a 
1957  1957/66 
Calabria  170.8  8,61 
Basilicata  179.0  8,78 
Abruzzi-}folis•  195.2  9.09 
Puglia  221.7  10,16 
Sicilia  224.6  8,86 
Campania  229.9  10.02 
Sardegna  252.9  8.44 
Total of the 
7 regions  217.1  9.38 
ITALY  353.2  9.48 
a  current prices 
GROWI'H  OF  OVERALL  GDP  IN  THE  REGIONS  GROUPED  ACCORDING  TO 
GDP  PER  INHABITANT  IN  1957 
GDP  per  GJ?P  per"!  Yearly  ! GDP  per I 
:!nhabi.tant  nhab:ilant 1  growth  :inhab:i±ant 
in  1000  in  •ooo '  of  GDP  in '000 
Lire  Lire  a  Lire 
1966  1957  1957/66  1966 
Table  R IV  3 
bDP  per I  Yearly  .  GDP  pezj 
jinhahllmt'  growth  1nhabitmt 
in 1000  of GDP  in  '000 
T.i ~o  "  Lire 
1957  1957/66  1966 
370,6  Umbria  255.2  10.90  673.2  Emilia-Romagna  394.0  10.13  902,7 
391,4  Marche  260.7  9.87  617,0  Lazio  432.5  9.48  811.5 
460.2  Veneto  338.3  9.30  733.4  Piemonte  516.9  9.10  1003,0 
507,1  Friuli-Ven,  356.5  8,83  773.5  Liguria  542.7  8.56  1011,4 
469.6  Toscana  356.7  9.95  804,8  Lombardi a  553,4  9.73  1106,1 
501,9  Trentino  386,1  8.24  732.4  Val  d'Aosta  611,5  7.34  1083,2 
496,3 
Total of th  Total  of_ the 
473.1  6 regions  333.4  9.'52  740.8  6 regions  ..A24:0  9.'51  Q86.2 
746.9  ITALY  353.2  9.48  746.9  ITALY  353.2  9.48  746.9 
""  '-C 
0'-
1 - 297-
ITALY  Table  R V  3 
REGIONAL  SHARES  IN OVERALL  NATIONAL  GDP 
(in %) 
1957  1966  %changes 
- :Basic  region: 
Lomba.rdia.  21.9  22,3  +  1,8 
Piemonte  10.9  10,6  - 2.7 
La.zio  9.1  9,0  - 1,1 
Emi lia-Romagna  8,1  8.5  +  4.9 
Veneto  7.5  7.4  - 1.3 
Tosca.na.  6,6  6,9  +  4.5 
Campania  6,1  6.4  +  4.9 
Sicilia  6,0  5.8  - 3.3 
Liguria  5.1  4·7  - 7.8 
Puglia  4.3  4.6  +  7.0 
Friuli-Venezia G,  2.5  2.4  - 4.0 
Calabria  2.1  1.9  - 9.5 
Sardegna  2,0  1.9  - 5.0 
Ma.rohe  2.0  2,1  +  5.0 
Abruzzi-Molise  1.9  1,8  - 5·3 
Trentino-Alto-A.  1.7  1,5  - 11,8 
Umbria  1.2  1,3  +  8.3 
Basilicata  0.7  0,6  - 14.3 
Val  d  1 Aosta.  0.3  0.3  -
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
North-West  38,2  37.9  - 0,8 
North-East  19.8  19.8  0 
Centre  18,9  19.3  +  2,1 
South  23,1  23,0  - 0,4 - 298-
ITALY  Tabla  R.  VIII · 3 
NDP  AT  FACTOR  COSTS  PER  INHABI~ANT 
lQOO  Lit/habitant  National  Average  annual 
average  = 100  growth  in·% 
1957  1966  1957  1966 
a••  curr,en•  a10  oon.s~li 
Pt'ices  prices a 
- Basic  region: 
Piemonte  391,1  777.9  139  130  7.94  4·70 
Val  d'Aosta  462,4  868,4  164  145  7.25  4.29 
Liguria  410.7  8o8.4  146  135  7.81  4.63 
Lombardi a  418.7  832.8  149  139  7,94  4·70 
Trentino-A.  Adige  308.3  605-4  109  101  1·19  4.67 
Veneto  270.1  597.6  96  100  9.23  5.53 
Friuli Venezia  Q,  284.6  635.2  101  106  9.33  5.59 
Emilia-Ro11111811a  314,6  728.3  112  122  9.78  5,86 
Marc he  209.7  514.5  74  86  10,49  5·43 
Tosoana  286.9  648-7  102  108  9-49  4.92 
Umbria  205,3  533.4  73  89  11.19  5,80 
Lazio  347.9  669.4  124  112  7.54  3.91 
Campania  197,2  415.8  70  69  8.64  -4.25 
Abruzzi-Molise  167,5  390,1  59  65  9.85  4.85 
Puglia  190.2  426.9  68  71  9,40  4,62 
Basilioata  153,6  332.7  55  56  8.97  4.41 
Calabria  146.5  317,8  52  53  8,98  4.42 
Sicilia  192.6  398,4  68  66  8,41  4ol4 
Sardegna  216.9  423.0  77  71  7.70  3.79 
ITALY  281.6  599.4  100  !.  100  8,76  4.86 
- Main  geographical 
aJ:>eaBI 
North-West  409.7  813,6  145  136  7.92  4.69 
North-East  292,0  653.2  104  109  9.36  5.61 
Centre  292.'5  630.5  104  105  8.91  4.62 
South  186,2  398,6  66  66  8,82  4·34 
a)  1963  prices - 299-
BELGIUM.  Table  R I  4 
GDP  AT  FACTOR  COSTS  PER  INHABITANT 
I 
I 
I 
1000  FD/hnb~tant  National  Average  annual 
i  average = 100  growth in % 
19')7  i966  l9'i7  1966  lat  current  at constalht 
I  prices  prices 
- Basio  region:  ! 
Antwerpon  53.1  91! 5  102,7  109.8  6.22  3.78 
I 
Weot-Vln.nnderen  44,0  78l2 
I 
85.1  93.8  6.60  4.01 
Ooat-V1nanderen  40,8  681  'i  78.9  82.2  5.93  3,60 
Limburg  39.3  63[~  76.0  75.6  5.38  3.27 
i 
l!ainnut  51,1  70,.6  98.8  84.7  3.66  2.22 
Licr:e  58.6  881.2  113.3  105,8  4.65  2,83 
llnmur  46.7  T 
90.3  85.1  4.75  2,89 
Luxembourg  39.5  61,1  76.4  73.3  4.97  3.02 
Brnbant  64.7  10  ·5  125,1  126.6  5.58  3.39 
BELGIUM  51.7  83.3  100.0  100,0  5.44  3.31 
- Main  seographical 
areas: 
Flemish region  45.0  76.7  87.0  92.1  6.10  3.71 
Walloon  region  52.1  75.4  100,8  90.5  4,19  2.55 
Brussels area  72.9  121,2  141.0  145.5  5.81  3. 53 
a  1958  prioes  Source:  Cf.  Text :BELGIUM 
GDP  AT  FACTOR  COSTS  PER  INHAlli'l'AN'l.'  ( 1967-68) 
in l  000  Fr 
1967  1968 
- Basic  region: 
Antverpen  98,0  107,0 
West-Vlaanderen  85,2  90.7 
Oost-Vlaanderen  74.3  80.2 
Limburg  69.1  71,0 
Hainaut  13.1  77.2 
Liege  91.6  94·1 
llfamur  15.0  78.7 
Luxembourg  65.7  69.1 
:Brabant  112,6  117 ·9 
BELGIUM  89.0  94.2 
-· !l!"in  geographical areas: 
Flemish  region  82,8  89.0 
Walloon  region  79.0  82,3 
;Bl'U8se1s  area  129.5  135.5 
Table  R I  4a 
:Be1giUIIl  =  100 
1967  1968 
110,1  113.6 
95.7  96.3 
83.5  85.1 
77.6  75.4 
82,8  82.0 
102.9  10~.5 
84.3  83.5 
73.8  73·4 
126.5  125.2 
100.0  100.0 
93.0 
I 
94.5 
88,8  87.4 
145.5 
! 
143.8 
I 
I 
I 
..., 
Q 
Q 
I - 301-
:BELGIUM  TableR II  4 
GDP  at factor costs 
GDP  Share of regions  Average  annual  growth 
in million llfrs  ~n national tota  in % 
19'57  1966  1957  1966  !at  current  at  con~>~tant a 
prices  prices 
- llasio  regions 
Antwerpen  73  j87  137  227  15.83  17,28  7,20  4.38 
Hest-Vlannderen  45  750  80  739  9.87  10,17  6, 51  3.96 
Ooot-Vlnnndercn  51  055  88  926  11.01  ll.20  6.36  3.86 
Limburg  21  174  39  557  4·57  4.98  7.19  4.37 
llninnut  64  660  94  037.  13.95  11.84  4.25  2.58 
LiCge  58  409  89  760  12,60  11.30  4.89  2.97 
Nnmur  17  023  26  889  3.67  3.39  5.21  3.17 
luxembourg  8 480  13  439  1.83  1,69  5.25  3.19 
Brabant  123  604  223  489  26.67  28,15  6.80  4.13 
:BELG:WJil  463  542  794  063  100.00  100,00  6,16  3.74 
- Main  geographical 
areast 
Flemish  region  204  938  370  702  44,2  46.7  6,81  4.14 
Walloon  reg;i.Q.n  157  935  239  032  34.1  30,1  4.71  2.86 
Bru.ssels  area  100  669  184  329  21.7  23.2  6.95  4.22 
a)  1958  prices  ~,  cr.  Text BELGIUM 
GDP  AT  FACTOR  COSTS  (1967-68) 
in million Fr 
1967 
- Basic region: 
Antwerpen  148  291 
West-Vlaanderen  88  605 
Oost-Vlaanderen  96  798 
Limburg  43  897 
Hainaut  98  202 
Liege  93  30I 
llamur  28  558 
Lu:xembourg  I4 433 
Brabant  240  912 
BELGIUM  852  997 
- Main  geographical areas: 
Flemish region  403  388 
Walloon  region  250  894 
Brussels area  198  715 
~  ·- ----
1968 
162  782 
94  8o3 
104  830 
45  559 
102  793 
96  450 
30  067 
15 145 
253  928 
906  357 
435  964 
261  611 
208  782 
Table  R II  4  a 
Share or  regiona  i~ total 
nat+·Nn"1  GDP  in l 
1967  1968 
17.4  18.0 
10.4  10.5 
11.4  11.6 
5.1  5.0 
11.5  11.3 
10.9  10.6 
3.4  3.3 
1.7  1.7 
28.2  28.0 
100.0  100.0 
47.3  48.1 
29.4  28.9 
23.3  23.0 
0:.0  =  ·N 
I BEI.GIUM 
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Table  R III  4 
CLASSIFICATION  ACCORDING  TO  THE  ANNUAL  GROWTH  RATE  OF  GDP 
PER  INHABITANT  A~ FA~~R COSTS 
- Basic  region: 
Ilainaut 
Namur 
Luxembourg 
Oost-Vla.a.nderen 
West-Vlaanderen 
Brabant 
Limburg 
Antwerpen 
(1957-66) 
(AT  CONSTANT  PRICES) 
- Main  pographioal area: 
1.  Walloon  region 
2.  Flemish region 
3.  Bl'llssels area 
a  National currency 
3.4 
3.9 
3.8 
5.5 
5.6 - 304-
Table  R  IV  4 
'BELGIUM 
a 
GROWTH  OF  OVERALL  GDP  IN  THE  REGIONS  GROUPED  ACCORDING  TO 
GDP  PER  INHABITANT  IN  1957 
GDP /inhabi  tani;  Annual  growth  (}DP I i;cha  bi  tan:t. 
of GDP  in  '000  BF 
1957  1957/66  1966 
Lim burp:  39.3  7·19  63.0 
Luxcmbourr.  39.5  5.25  61.1 
Ooat-Vlnnnderen  40.8  6,36  68.5 
\-lent-Vlnnndcren  44.0  6. 51  78.2 
Nnmur  46.7  5.21  70-9 
Jla.inaut  51.1  4.25  70.6 
Antwerpen  53.1  7.20  91.5 
LHwe  58.6  4.89  88,2 
Drabnnt  64.7  6,80  105.5 
:BELGIUM  51.7  6,16  83,3 
Current  prices - 305-
Table  R V  4 
BELGIUM 
- Basio  regions 
1lro.bant 
Antwerpen 
'llninnut 
Li?Jr:e 
Ooot-V1nnnderen 
l~eot-Vln.nnderen 
Limburg 
Nnmur 
Luxembourg 
REGIONAL  SHARI!!S  IN OVERALL  NATIONAL  GDP 
(in %) 
1957  1966 
26.7  28,2 
15.8  17.3 
14.0  11,8 
12,6  11.3 
11,0  11,2 
9.9  10,2 
4.6  5.0 
3.7  3.4 
1,8  1.7 
- Main  geographical areas1 
Flemish  region  44.2  46.7 
Walloon  region  34.1  30.1 
Brussels area.  21,7  23,2 
%  ohanges 
+  5.6 
+  9.5 
- 15.7 
- 10,3 
+  1,8 
+  3,0 
+  8,7 
- 8.1 
- 5.6 
+  5.7 
- 11.7 
+ 10.7 NETHERLANDS 
- Basic  region: 
Groningen 
Friesland 
Drenthe 
Overijssel 
Ge1der1and 
Utrecht 
Noor~-Ho11and 
Zuid-Holland 
Zeeland 
Noord-Bra.bant 
Limburg 
NETHERLANDS 
- Main  geographical 
·areas: 
North 
East 
West 
South 
a.  1963  prices 
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Table  R  I  5 
GDP  AT  MARKET  PRICES  PER  HEAD  OF  POPULATION 
(1960-65) 
Florins/inhabi:tran  Nati~nt6cfwrage Average  annual 
P:r 0wth  in % 
1960  1965  1960  1965 
!'IV curren"t  pit constaljt  a 
p;rices  _prices 
3516  5151  98.0  94.5  7.94  3.90 
2958  4608  82,4  84.5  9.27  4.55 
2949  4282  82,2  78.5  7.74  3.80 
3353  4949  93.4  90.7  8,10  3.98 
3131  4787  87.2  87.8  8.86  4.35 
3:?69  5076  91.1  93.1  9,20  4.52 
4048  6147  112,8  112.7  8,71  4.28 
4029  6254  112.3  114.7  9.19  4.51 
3373  5048  94,0  92.6  8.40  4o13 
3396  5181  94.6  95.0  8,82  4.33 
3297  4836  91.9  88,7  7.96  3.91 
3589  5454  100,0  100.0  tl,73  4.29 
3165  4728  88.2  86,7  8,36  4.11 
3215  4849  89,6  88.9  8.57  4.21 
3941  6062  109.8  111,1  8,99  4.42 
3361  5054  9.),6  92.7  8.50  4.17 
Source  of Text - 307-
NETHERLANDS  TableR II  5 
GDP  AT  MARKET  PRICES  PER  HEAD  OF  POPULATION 
GDP  J  l:lhar?  of ·regional  Average  annual 
in milli n Flo  :rOm  natJ.onal total  growth in% 
at  current  at·constant 
1960  1965  1960  1965  P'"ices  prices  a 
- :aauo  region: 
Groningen  1679.7  2589.0  4.1  3.8  9.08  4·46 
Friesland  1419,5  2308.3  3.4  3.4  10.21  5,01 
Drenthe  927.3  1465.5  2.2  2.2  9·59  4·71 
Overijssel  2626,9  4328,2  6.4  6.4  10.50  5.16 
Gelder  land  4032.6  6750.3  9.8  10,0  10.85  5.33 
Utrecht  2244.5  3785,8  5.4  5,6  10,02  4.92 
Noord-Holland  8391.9  13409.0  20,3  19.9  9,83  4.83 
Zuid-Holland  10983.0  17984.1  26.6  26.7  10,37  5.09 
Zeeland  957,7  1475.5  2.3  2.2  9.03  4.43 
Noord-Brabant  5138.1  8656.0  12.4  12,8  10,99  5.40 
Limburg  2948.8  4685,3  7.1  7.0  9.70  4.76 
NETHERLANDS  41350,0  67437,0  100,0  100.0  10,28  5.05 
- Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORD  4026.5  6362,8  9,7  9.4  9.58  4.71 
EST  665!M  11078.5  16.2  16,4  10.72  5.27 
OUEST  21619.4  35178.9  52.2  52.2  10.23  5.02 
SUD  9044.6  14816,8  21.9  22.0  10.38  5,10 
a  1963  prices 
~~  Of.  Text NETHERLANDS 
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Table  ~  III  5 
CLASSIFlCATION  ACCORDING  TO  THE  ANNUAL  GROWTH  RATE  OF  GDP 
AT  MARKET  PRICES& 
- Basic  region: 
Zeeland  4-43 
Groningen  4.46 
Drenthe  4  .• 71 
Limburg  4.76 
Noord-Holland  4.83 
Utrecht  4,92 
Friesland  5,01 
Zuid-Holland  5-09 
Overijssel  5.16 
Gelder  land  5,33 
Noord-Braban  t  5.40 
~ Main  geographical 
areas: 
NORTH  7.02 
WEST  7-49 
SOU'l'.ii  7.60 
EAST  7.85 
aNational curnmcy NETHERLANDS 
Drenthe 
Friesland 
Gelder1and 
Utrecht 
Limburg 
Overijssel 
Zeeland 
Noord-Brabant 
Groningen 
Zuid-Holland 
Noord-Holland 
NETHERLANDS 
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Table  R  IV  5 
GROWTH  OF  OVERALL  GDP  IN  THE  REGIONS  GROUPED  ACCORDING  TO 
GDP  PER  INHABITANT  IN  1960 
GDP/inha  'bi  tall  Annual  growth 
GDP~ 
·or  GDP /inhabitant 
1960  1960/65  1965 
2949  9.59  4282 
2958  10,21  4608 
3131  10,85  4787 
3269  10.02  5076 
3297  9.70  4836 
3353  10-50  4949 
3373  9,03  5048 
3396  10.99  5181 
3516  9.08  5152 
4029  10.37  6254 
4048  9·83  6147 
3589  10.28  5454 
a  Current prices NETHERLANDS 
-Basic region: 
Groningen 
Friesland 
Drenthe 
Overijssel 
Gelder  land 
Utrecht 
Noord-Holland 
Zuid-Holland 
Zeeland 
Noord-Brabant 
Limburg 
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Table  R  V  5 
REGIONAL  SHARES  IN OVERALL  NATIONAL  GDP 
(in %) 
1960  1965 
4.1  3,8 
3.4  3.4 
2,2  2,2 
6,4  6,4 
9.8  10.0 
5·4  5,6 
20,3  19.9 
26.6  26.7 
2.3  2,2 
12,4  12,8 
7,1  7.0 
%changes 
- 7.3 
0 
0 
0 
+ 2,0 
+ 3.7 
- 2,0 
+ 0,4 
- 4.3 
+ 3.2 
- 1,4 
- Main  geographical areas: 
WEST  52.2  52,2  0 
SOUTH  21,9  22,0  + 0,5 
EAS'I'  16.2  16.4  + 1.2 
NORTH  9-7  9.4  - 3,1 LUXEMBOURG 
GDP  AT  MARKET  PRICES  {1957-70) 
1957  1966  1970 
22  535  31  935  50  200 
~otal GOP/inhabitant  73  167  104  346  147  647 
(LF)  I 
average  annua~ 
grow.th in% 
1957  - 1966 
50 
4.0 
Ttible  R  I  6 
Average  annuaL 
growth in l'1 
1966 - 1970 
9·5 
9.1 
...  - -- 312-
Table  R  I 
CoJIIIIIUJlity 
QDP  PER  HEAD  OF  POPULATION  IIi THE  :BASIC  REGIONS  OF  THE  COMMONITY 
(1960-69) 
:Basio  region and  l.)oJIIIIlunity  •  100  in  $ 
Landi  1960  1969  1960  1969 
Schleswig-
Holstein  97,2  98,3  1 100  2  238 
Hnmburg  209.7  209.6  2  374  4 773 
Hannover  136,6  125.2  1546  2 851 
Hildesheim  105,0  91,8  1-186  2090 
Ulneburg  125.6  111,8  1  422  2 546 
Stade  86,2  76.6  976  1. 744 
Osnabrtlck  108,9  100,2  1  233  2.282 
Aurich  85,6  78,3  969  1  783 
Braunschweig  122.9  102,6  1  391  2  336 
Oldenburg  106,8  95.8  l  209  2.181 
Broman  164,2  148.6  1  859  3  384 
DUsseldorf  147.3  136.9  l-667  3·117 
Kciln  146.6  140.1  1  660  3 190 
Aachen  111,0  99.1  1  257  2.  257 
~li.inster  113,6  103,4  1  286  2  354 
Detmold  114.6  115.0  1  297  2.619 
Arnsberg  124.5  112,6  1409  2.564 
Darmstadt  128,6  134.7  '1 ·456  3 067 
Kassel  98.2  106,9  1  112  2 434 
Kob1enz  93·7  99.5  1  061  2.  266 
•rrier  74.2  80,6  840  1  835 
Montabaur  74.5  81,2  843  1,849 
Rheinhessen  105.1  136,3  1.190  3.104 
Pfalz  97,8  103,5  1-107  2  357 
Nordwtlrttemberg  141,0  134.3  1.596  3 058 
Nordba.den  125.2  123.0  1.417  2 801 
Siidb.aden  106,2  102,9  1  202  2  343 
Siidwtlrttemberg  104.4  109.2  1  182  2  304 
Oberba;yem  126,5  132.2  1  432  3.010 
Niederba;yern  73.1  79,0  827  1  799 
Oberpfalz  83.9  88,4  950  2 013 
Oberfranken  101,7  103,9  1  151  2  366 
Mitte1franken  116,9  118,6  1  323  2. 701 
Unterfranken  93.3  93.3  1  056  2.124 
Schwab.en  105,2  109.6  1  191  2.496 
Saarland  111,8  97.8  1.266  2. 227 - 313-
Community  (Cont'd 1)  Table  R  I 
GDP  PER  HEAD  OF  POPULATION  IN ~  ~ASIC HIGIOiS  OP !II  ~OMMUNITY 
(1960-69) 
Community  =  100  in  $ 
1960  3,2~  1,2_60  1.9.22. 
Berlin  124,0  128,4  1404  2-924 
GERIWIY  (F.R.)  120,5  118,6  1. 364  2 700 
Paris area  155.2  149.8  1  757  3 411 
Champar,ne  106,6  102,9  l. 207  2.343 
Picardie  120.2  116,1  ] . 361  2  644 
Haute  Nonnandie  153.5  148.2  1  738  3 375 
Centre  97.8  94.4  1  107  2  149 
!lord  127,0  122.6  1. 438  2 792 
Lorraine  125.8  121.4  1 424  2 764 
Alsace  118,0  113.9  1  336  2 594 
Francho-Comte  113.8  109.8  1  288  2.500 
Basco  Nonnandie  96.5  93,2  1.092  2 122 
Loire  region  98,8  95.3  1  118  2 170 
Bretaene  83.9  81.0  950  1  844 
Limousin  92.2  89.0  1 044  2 027 
Auvere,ne  97.5  94,1  1.104  2 143 
Poitou-Charentes  88,7  85.7  l  004  1  951 
Arruitaine  111.7  107,9  1  264  2 457 
Midi-Pyrenees  89~3  86.2  1.011  1 963 
Bourgogne  95.8  92.5  1  084  2.106 
Rh8ne-A1pes  123.4  119,1  1  397  2 712 
Languedoc-.Roussillo  100,0  96.6  1 132  2200 
Provence-C8te  d'Azu  114,9  110,9  1  301  2 525 
FRANCE  118.0  113,9  1  336  2  594 
Piemonte  87.5  86.5  991  1.  970 
Valle  d'Aosta  91.8  83.7  1 039  1  906 
Liguria  91.7  87.4  1  038  1 990 
Lombardi a  91.6  97.1  l  037  2  211 
'rrentino...:A1 to-Adige  59.2  62.9  670  1  432 
Veneto  57·5  65.8  651  1  498 
Friu1i-Venezia-Giu1ia  60.3  68,6  683  1 562 
Dnilia-Romagna  69.2  79.2  783  1  803 
Marche  43.9  56.0  497  1  275 
Tosca.na  6o,5.  72.7  685  1  655 - 314-
Community  (Cont'd 2)  Table  R  I 
GDP  P.SR  BAD OF  POPULA'l'ION'  IN THE  BASIC  REOII'JHS  OF  'I'BE 
COMMUNI!J  ( 1960-69) 
Community  •  100  in  $ 
1960  1969  1960  1969 
Umbria  44-9  60.7  508  l  382 
· Lazio  72.1  71,6  816  l  630 
Campania  38.8  42.8  439  975 
Abruzzi-Molise  43.1  43.6  386  993 
Puglia  35.3  45,2  400  l  029 
Basilicata  25.5  38.2  289  870 
Calabria  26.8  33.2  303  756 
Sicilia  34.6  43.4  392  988 
Sardegna  39.4  45.2  446  l  029 
ITALY  61.2  66.3  693  l  509 
West  Vlaanderen  87.9  99.7  995  :?  270 
Ooet  Vlaanderen  80.7  88,1  914  2 006 
Antwerpen  105-7  117,6  l  197  2  678 
Limburg  67.4  76,0  763  l  731 
Hainaut  89.9  84.9  1 018  l  933 
Namur  92,2  86.4  l  044  l  967 
Liege  110.9  104.0.  l  255  2 368 
Luxembourg  76.4  76.0  865  l  731 
Brabant  127,1  129.6  l  439  2 951 
BELGIUM  99.6  103.5  l  128  2 356 
Groningen  82,2  90.7  998  2 065 
Friesland  74.2  81.1  840  l  847 
Drenthe  74.0  75.4  838  l  717 
Overijesel  84.1  87 ,l  952  l  983 
Gelder  land  78.5  84.3  889  l  920 
Utrecht  82.0  89.4  928  2 036 
Noord-Holland  101,5  108,2  l  149  2 464 
Zuid-Holland  101,1  110.1  l  144  2 507 
Zeeland  84,6  88.9  958  2 024 
Nord-Brabant  85.1  91.2  963  2 017 
Limburg  82,7  85.2  936  1 940 
NETHERLANDS  90,0  96,0  1 019  2 186 
LUXEMBOURG  139.8  116.5  1 583  2 649 
Community  100,0  100,0  1 132  2.  277 - 315-
List of maps  and  graphs 
First part:  DEMOGRAPHIC  ASPECTS 
A.  Population trends  and their determining factors 
(i)  Total population changes  in the basic regions of the 
Community  1950-60 
(ii)  Total population changes  in the basic regions of the 
Community  1960-68 
(iii)  Birth rate and  size of administrative areas 
B.  Concentration of population 
(i)  Classification of basic regions  according to  density 
(ii)  Population density in the basic regions  of the Community 
(iii)  Trends  in population distribution in the Community  19501 
1960 and  1968 
Second part:  LABOUR  FORCE  AND  EMPLOYMENT 
A.  Employment  in agriculture 
(i)  Share of primary sector in total employment 
(ii)  Labour  force 
Position in 1950 
Share  of primaty sector in regional totals 
(iii)  Labour  force 
Position in 1968 
Share of primary sector in regional totals 
B.  Employment  in secondary sector 
(i)  Share of secondary sector in total employment 
(ii)  Labour  force 
Position in 1950 
Share of secondary sector in regional totals 
(iii)  Labour  force 
Position in 1968 
Share of secondary sector in regional totals 
C.  Employment  in tertiary sector 
(i)  Share of tertiary sector in total employment 
(ii)  Labour  force 
Position in 1950 
Share of tertiary sector in regional totals 
Page 
12a 
l2b 
23 
34 
34a 
37 
5C$d 
78a/78b 
78c 
78d (iii)  Labour  force 
Position in 1968 
- 316-
Share  of tertiary sector in regional total 
D.  Total  employment 
(i)  Italy - total employment 
(ii)  Distribution of working population in the Member  States of the 
Community  in 1968  according to regions  and  economic  sectors 
Third part:  PRODUCT  AND  INCOME 
B.  Trends  in countries  concerned 
(i)  Germany  (FR):  Correlation between  GDP  per inhabitant  (1957) 
and  its average  annual  gr<;>w  rate  (1957-66) 
(ii)  Italy:  Correlation between  GDP  per inhabitant  (1957)  and its 
average  annual  growth rate  (1957-66) 
Page 
96a 
97a 
126a 
146a 8369 
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